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Department: Forestry 
This study examined the attitudes of employees of the United States Department of 
Agriculture's Animal Damage Control (ADC) Program. This research examined ADC employees' 
attitudes about wildlife, the ADC program and ADC employment, wildlife damage management 
methods, euthanasia and the killing process, and the role of various public and private groups on ADC 
policy. This study also applied the theory of organiz.ational capture to the ADC program to test its 
utility in explaining the attitudes and behaviors of employees. Results were based on a survey of ADC 
employees conducted in January 1995. 
Survey responses were analyzed to explore associations between employee attitudes and job 
typ� or time of service at ADC. Job type was found to be a better indicator of employee attitudes than 
tim� of service. Field and management employees tended to have more positive views of ADC and 
ADC employment compared with research employees. Respondents with different job types perceived 
different levels of effectiveness and humaneness for wildlife control methods. In general, field 
employees viewed lethal techniques as more effective and humane than research employees. Similarly, 
research employees reported nonlethal techniques to be more effective and humane than field 
employees. Finally, research employees felt that outside interest groups should have more influence on 
iii 
ADC practices than field and management employees felt they should. 
ADC employees were found to have some characteristics indicative of organizational capture. 
They had a homogeneous client base, and were resistant to reaching out to nontraditional clients in the 
face of opposition from traditional clients. However, they were not deflected from the ADC mission. 
Because respondents indicated conformity to the ADC mission, ADC was found to be at most variably 
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Statement of the Problem 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
(APHIS), Animal Damage Control program (ADC) has been a source of controversy for many years 
(Di Silvestro, 1985; Wagner, 1988). Criticism of ADC activities has come from the public, special 
interest groups , and wildlife professionals (Abbey et al., 1994; Di Silvestro, 1985; Schmidt et al., 
1992). Criticism of ADC employees (and other wildlife damage professionals) focuses on "education 
and experience, attitudes toward the wildlife resource in general and certain species in particular, lack 
of sensitivity to public concerns and animal welfare, and hidden partnerships with special interest 
groups" (Schmidt et al., 1992, p. 115). 
ADC, ADC critics, and others have made assertions about the attitudes of ADC employees and 
the culture of ADC (Abbey et al., 1994; Acord, 1991; Schmidt et al. , 1992). However , little research 
has been conducted to study the actual attitudes, values, behaviors, and demographics of ADC 
employees. This study provides baseline information on ADC employees, information that provides 
insight into the culture of the ADC program. This research might be used by both ADC and the 
general public , including special interest groups (such as the livestock industry, animal rights groups, 
environmental groups and others) as a source of objective information on the program and its 
practitioners. 
This research gathers attitudinal and demographic information in order to gain a greater 
understanding of ADC employees, and tests the theory of organizational capture as an explanatory 
construct that describes ADC as an organization . There are several reasons why capture theory was 
selected as a theoretical basis for this thesis. First, capture theory has been tested on other federal 
natural resource management agencies (Culhane, 1981; Fortmann, 1990) and further application of this 
theory has scientific value. Second, anti-ADC activists often accuse ADC of being "captured" by 
spet:ial interests (Abbey et al., 1994; MacAJlister, 1993; Schueler, 1993); this research should provide 
insight on this premise. 
Background 
History of Federal Wildlife Damage Control 
Federal Animal Damage Control 
Before the ADC Act of 1931 
The federal government has been involved in wildlife damage control activities since the 
1800s. In fact, programs to confront wildlife damage to agriculture and other economic interests were 
among the first federal wildlife management endeavors (Di Silvestro, 1985). The federal government 
has a long history of involvement in wildlife damage management. However, in the late 1800s and 
early 1900s, little conscious effort was directed at development of wildlife policy (Dunlap, 1988). 
Apparently, federal wildlife management "policy" was driven by "common sense" (Dunlap, 1988, p . 
34) . Federal involvement in wildlife damage management made sense to early Americans. 
Official federal involvement in wildlife damage activities began in 1885 when the Department 
of Agriculture's Branch of Economic Ornithology sent out surveys asking farmers about crop damage 
caused by birds (Di Silvestro, 1985) . In 1886, the Branch of Economic Ornithology was elevated to 
division status. In 1887, the division began recommending animal damage control methods to farmers. 
ranchers , and other affected parties. In 1896, the division was renamed the Division of Biological 
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Survey, and in 1905 it was expanded to full bureau status. From 1885 through the early 1900s, federal 
wildlife damage control activities involved studying wildlife damage and demonstrating animal damage 
control methods; direct control was not practiced by the federal government. 
Federal animal damage control activities expanded in the early 1900s. In 1915, the federal 
government became involved in direct control of animal damage. In this year, Congress gave the 
Bureau of Biological Survey $125,000 to kill wolves in Texas (Cain et al., 1972; Di Silvestro, 1985). 
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In 1929, the federal contro l program had become large enough to warrant its own subdivision within 
the bureau (the Division of Predatory Animal and Rodent Control) (Di Silvestro. 1985). That same 
year, Westerners began to push the issue of decreasing wildlife damage to crops and livestock. The 
federal government became increasingly involved in wildlife damage control because Westerners 
objected to paying fees to graze livestock on federal lands harboring predators. 
Authorization of Federal Animal Damage Control: 
The ADC Act of 1931 and Beyond 
The result of Western predation concerns was authorization of federal wildlife damage controi 
activities by Congress in 1931 (USDA , 1994a, pp. 1-9). The Animal Damage Control Act of March 2, 
1931 authorized investigation and demonstration of control methods; it also provided broad authority 
for control of mammalian predators, rodents, and birds (U.S. Congress, 1931). This act "remains the 
primary statutory authority under which the current ADC program operates" (USDA, 1994a, pp. 1-9). 
In the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s, there were only a few changes to the federal animal damage 
control program. In 1939, the Bureau of Biological Survey was transferred from the Department of 
Agriculture to the Department of the Interior, becoming the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
(Di Silvestro, 1985; Wagner, 1988). Animal damage control activities came under the Fish and 
Wildlife Service Branch of Predator and Rodent Control (PARC) (Wagner, 1988). Another change 
occurred in 1946 with the amendment of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934 (Di Silvestro, 
1985); the amendment authorized the Secretary of the Interior "to cooperate with federal, state , and 
printe agencies in minimizing damage caused by "overabundant" species (USDA, 1994a, pp. 1-10). 
From the 1930s to the mid-1960s, there was little overt public opposition to federal animal damage 
control activities (Di Silvestro, 1985; USDA, 1994a). Although predator control activities were largely 
ignored by the general public, some professional wildlife biologists and citizens' organizations, 
particularly the American Society of Mammologists, were critical of predator control during this period 
(Schmidt, 1995; Wagner, 1988). 
Increasing Public Concern about 
Federal Animal Damage Control 
Several factors led to increasing public scrutiny of PARC's activities in the 1960s (Di 
Silvestro, 1985; USDA, 1994a). First, citizens were becoming more environmentally aware (USDA, 
1994a). Second, biologists at major universities were realizing that predators played an important role 
in natural communities (Di Silvestro, 1985). Finally, widespread poison use was coming under 
criticism from a variety of groups including traditionally conservative interests such as hunting and 
fishing groups (Di Silvestro, 1985). 
Poison use was a key factor that brought PARC under increased scrutiny. Overuse of poisons 
was blamed on overzealous control agents (Di Silvestro, 1985). One reason for the presumed 
overzealousness of the agents was their close relationship with the livestock producers whose 
contributions funded part, and sometimes all, of an agent's salary (Di Silvestro, 1985). 
Investigation of Federal Animal Damage Control 
Public concern over federal animal damage control activities spurred several official 
4 
investigations. Reports produced by these investigations included the Leopold Report, the Cain Report, 
and a 1978 report produced as the result of a study initiated by Cecil Andrus . 
The Leopold Report . In 1964, in response to increased concern over animal damage control 
activities, Secretary of the Interior Stewart Udall assembled the Advisory Board on Wildlife 
Management to investigate federal control efforts (Di Silvestro , 1985). The report produced by this 
advisory board, hereafter called the Leopold Report, was largely critical of the PARC program and was 
quite controversial (Di Silvestro, 1985; USDA , 1994a). 
The Leopold Report found that federal animal damage control efforts were "indiscriminate, 
nonselective and excessive" (USDA, 1994a, pp. 1-10). Specifically, the report found that PARC's 
activities were in considerable excess of the amount justified by "total public interest" (Leopold et al., 
1964, p. 2). The report also suggested that animal damage control activities were significantly 
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influenced by PARC's clientele. The report stated: "In short, the federal predator and rodent control 
program is to a considerable degree shaped and designed by those who feel they are suffering damage 
from wildlife" (p. 5). The report raised concerns regarding animal damage control methods including 
poison and leghold traps. However, the Leopold Report authors saw these methodological concerns as 
secondary, stating: "We take more serious issue with the extent of predator control than with the 
methods used" (p. 12). 
The Leopold Report provided six recommendations for correcting the problems it found with 
federal animal damage control. 
First, it recommended the appointment of an advisory board to serve as "a forum for the wide 
spectrum of opinions regarding where, when and what animal control should be undertaken " (p. 22). 
The report suggested that the board be composed of individuals representing a variety of interests 
including livestock and agricultural interests, conservation organizations, and technical organizations. 
The report indicated that this board could objectively advise the Secretary on sensitive problems and 
divergent viewpoints related to federal animal damage control. 
Second, the Leopold Report recommended a complete reassessment of federal animal damage 
control activities . This analysis was to assess PARC 's "function and purpose in light of changing 
public attitudes toward wildlife" (p. 23). The focus on changing public attitudes was urged because the 
Leopold Report found: 
There persists a traditional point of view that the PARC operation is responsible 
primarily to livestock and agricultural interests , and that the growing interest of the 
general public in all wild animal life, including predators , is a potential obstruction to 
the progre ssive control program and is to be evaded and circumvented ... (p . 23). 
Third , the Leopold Report suggested the need for criteria to guide control decisions. The 
report noted that regulations and constraints on control activities would improve efficiency and 
minimize damage to other values. 
The fourth, fifth, and six recommendations were somewhat less fundamental to the culture of 
PARC. These were to expand research efforts (particularly focusing on nonlethal and species-specific 
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methods), to change the name of the branch to reflect a broader responsibility for wildlife management, 
and to employ legal controls and regulations over the use of poisons. 
Subsequent to the Leopold Report, several changes occurred that were reflective of the last 
thre.e recommendations. In response to the fourth recommendation, "increased efforts were made to 
develop nonlethal control techniques " (Di Silvestro, 1985, p. 135). In response to the fifth 
recommendation, the Division of Wildlife Services (DWS) was created within the FWS (Wagner, 
1988), and "was given responsibility not only for control but also for wildlife management and for 
monitoring pesticide use" (Di Silvestro, 1985, p. 135). Actual control activities fell under the Branch 
of Animal Damage Control (ADC) (Wagner, 1988). Finally, a wildlife biologist. Jack Berryman. was 
appointed as chief of DWS (Di Silvestro, 1985; Wagner, 1988). He implemented training programs, 
reduced predator-control activities, and (per recommendation six) tightened regulation and supervision 
of toxicant use (USDA, 1994a; Wagner, 1988). It is not apparent that changes were made to reflect 
the first three recommendations. 
The Cain Report. Despite the changes that transpired as a result of some of the Leopold 
Report 's recommendations, other recommendations met with resistance (Di Silvestro, 1985). There 
was also some indication that the changes that did occur were "more apparent than real" (Wagner, 
1988, p. 5). There seemed to be "a considerable amount of business as usual in the operations of the 
division" (Wagner, 1972, p. 6) . For these reasons, and because predator control activities continued to 
be a public concern, another committee (the Advisory Committee on Predator Control) was appointed 
in 1971 by the Department of the Interior and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (Di 
Silvestro, 1985). 
The Advisory Committee on Predator Control was asked to "review and analyze the predator 
control, and associated other animal control programs and policies of the United States, evaluating their 
dire~t and indirect effects including environmental impacts and alternatives to present practices" 
(Wagner, 1972, p . 7). The committee analyzed the policies and practices of ADC, and released its 
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report in January 1972 (Di Silvestro, 1985; Wagner, 1988). The report was dubbed the Cain Report 
after committee chair (and former Leopold Committee member) Stanley Cain (Di Silvestro, 1985). 
Although the Division of Wildlife Services had adopted policies that reflected some of the 
recommendations of the Leopold Report, on reexamination in 1971, the committee found that the ADC 
program had resisted change (Cain et al., 1972, p . 2). The Cain Report noted several features of the 
program's apparent resistance to change: 
Not only are many of the several hundred field agents the same former ·trappers, · 
but the cooperative funding by federal, state, and county agencies, and by livestock 
associations and even individual ranchers, maintains a continuity of purpose in 
promoting the private interest of livestock growers, especially in the western 
rangeland states. The substantial monetary contribution by the livestock industry 
serves as a gyroscope to keep the bureaucratic machinery pointed towards the familiar 
goal of general reduction of predator populations, with little attention to the effects of 
this on the native wildlife fauna (p. 2). 
The resistance to change observed by the committee led the Cain Report to be "strongly critical" of the 
ADC program and to make fifteen recommendations for "substantial, even drastic changes in control 
personnel and control methods, supported by new legislation, administrative changes. and methods of 
financing" (pp. 2-3) . 
Several Cain Report recommendations addressed funding issues related to predator control. 
One recommendation suggested that funds for predator control come only from Congressional and 
legislative appropriations; this recommendation was provided to allow general citizen review in 
decisions related to predator control. The committee also recommended the use of a livestock 
insurance program to alleviate the economic burden of predator damage on livestock producers . This 
recommendation was seen as a means to help prevent the collapse of an already declining livestock 
industry. 
A number of the Cain Report's recommendations dealt with methodological changes in 
predator control. For example, the report recommended elimination of both toxic chemicals for 
predator control, and broadcast toxicants for control of rodents, rabbits, and other vertebrate pests. 
These recommendations addressed concerns about the indiscriminant nature of toxicants and the effects 
of toxicant use on nontarget species. Another recommendation suggested making aerial gunning illegal 
except under exceptional circumstances, and then only by qualified wildlife biologists. (The Cain 
Report noted that this recommendation was essentially accomplished by a bill that was passed after the 
study but before publication of the report.) 
Two recommendations dealt with training and professionalism of field employees. It was 
recommended that the field force "be professionalized to emphasize the employment of qualified 
wildlife biologists" (p. 7). This recommendation also mentioned the possibility of decreasing the 
number of field employees. Another recommendation discussed the establishment of a trapper-trainer 
extension program. This program was to have animal damage extension personnel teach landowners 
animal damage control methods and aid them in minimum necessary control. 
Several of the recommendations required legislative action rather than simply administrative 
changes. These included suspension of grazing permits or pilot licenses for persons violating predator 
control regulations, and prohibiting predator control in statutory wilderness areas 
Two recommendations addressed concerns over endangered species protection. It was 
recommended that Congress give the Secretary of the Interior authority to take measures necessary to 
protect all species of predators on the endangered species list. It was also specified that states should 
take measures (supplemental to federal protection of endangered species) to provide protection to 
locally rare populations. 
Finally, the Cain Report called for research on ecological problems associated with predators, 
a "socioeconomic study of cost benefit ratios of predator control as a means of evaluating the need for 
and efficacy of the program" (p. 12), and a "study of the epidemiology of rabies in the field" (p. 13). 
Although some Cain Report recommendations apparently were not adopted, others did initiate 
changes in federal animal damage control (Di Silvestro, 1985). After publication of the report, 
"research into control economics, predator roles, and rabies [was] initiated and endangered species 
protection [was] strengthened" (Di Silvestro, 1985, p. 136). Also as a result of the report, President 
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Richard Nixon signed Executive Order 11643 (February 8, 1972), "banning the use of toxicants for 
predator control by federal agencies or for use on federal lands" (USDA, 1994a, pp. 1-11). The EPA 
followed Nixon's order by canceling registration for several toxicants (including Compound 1080 and 
sodium cyanide) used in predator control. (However, in 1975, President Gerald Ford amended Nixon's 
executive order to allow the experimental use of sodium cyanide in the M44 coyote getter. ln 1976, 
Executive Order 11643 was amended again, providing reregistration of sodium cyanide.) 
The 1978 Report. In 1977, Secretary of the Interior Cecil Andrus initiated yet another study 
of livestock predation and control (USDI, 1978). There were two motivations for the study. First, 
livestock producers claimed that coyote depredation had substantially increased (USDI, 1978; Wagner, 
1988). Second, there were assertions that new evidence existed regarding certain control options, 
specifically that new research would confirm that the 1080 ban was ill-founded (USDI, 1978). The 
study was to emphasize research since the Cain Report , and focus on the question of how to balance 
livestock producers ' interest in intensified predator control with environmental and budget constraints. 
In addition to initiating the 1978 study, Secretary Andrus formed a Policy Study Advisory 
Committee made up of members of the livestock industry, conserva tion organizations, and other 
interested groups (USDI, 1978). The purposes of this commi ttee were "to validate the use and 
interpretation of data and help assure that options were properly enunciated, the analysis was 
technically sound, fair and balanced , and that the study was conducted in an open manner" (USDI, 
1978, p. i). 
The result of the 1978 study was the report "Predator Damage in the West: A Study of Coyote 
Management Alternatives. " It summarized all pertinent information since the Cain Report , and 
included "(1) a description of the western sheep industry, (2) ADC service delivery approaches, (3) 
coyote biology and research, (4) ecological/environmental effects of control , and (5) public perceptions 
toward predation and control" (USDI, 1978, p. 117). Although the report did not provide policy 
recommendations, it evaluated the relative merits of various strategies. The report discussed options 
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for ADC program funding, agency affiliation, control methodologies, and extension programs. It also 
analyzed alternatives for predation compensation, predation research, and animal husbandry practices. 
Although livestock interests motivated the 1978 report, liberalized control methods were not 
authorized (Wagner, 1988). In fact, in 1979, Secretary Andrus further tightened constraints on the 
ADC program. Andrus issued a policy statement that, among other things, "stopped denning (i.e., 
finding and killing coyote pups at their den) and research on the use of the chemical Compound 1080" 
(USDA, 1994a, pp. 1-11). Andrus' policy statement was intended to encourage the use of nonlethal, 
corrective (rather than preventative) control methods (USDA, 1994a; USDI, 1979; Wagner, 1988). 
Recent Developments in Federal 
Animal Damage Control 
The 1980s brought additional debate of ADC activities, and further changes for the program . 
The EPA held general hearings on the predator control issue in 1981, and hearings specifically on the 
1080 issue in 1982 (USDA, 1994a; Wagner, 1988). Administratively, the Reagan administration 
generally reversed the restrictions placed on ADC activities in the 1970s. In 1981, President Reagan 's 
Interior Secretary, James Watt, rescinded the ban on denning for predator control (USDA, l994a). 
Soon after, President Reagan revoked Nixon ' s executive order prohibiting toxicant use on public lands 
and by the federal animal damage control program (USDA, 1994a; Wagner, 1988). In 1982, the 
presiding EPA administrative law judge ruled that EPA could reregister 1080 for use in two new 
delivery modes (Wagner, 1988, p. 8). 
Later in the 1980s, under pressure from western senators, ADC was transferred from the 
Department of the Interior's Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) to the Department of Agriculture's 
(USDA) Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) (USDA, 1994a; Wagner, 1988). 
Since ADC's transfer from the USDI to the USDA, ADC has been involved in internal 
reviews, strategic planning, development of an advisory committee, and completion of a programmatic 
environmental impact statement. Agency managers have analyzed the program's "strengths and 
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weaknesses, external influences and relationships, and conditions that would ensure continued program 
vitality" (Acord, 1989, p. 5). Based on their analysis, managers identified strategic goals and 
developed plans for their implementation. ADC has also established the National Animal Damage 
Control Advisory Committee (NADCAC), which is composed of members of the agricultural industry, 
environmental groups, land use groups, and wildlife agencies. NADCAC makes recommendations to 
the Secretary of Agriculture on issues regarding wildlife damage control. Finally, ADC has been 
involved with completing an environmental impact statement on their activities. The Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was released in January 1993, and the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) was released in April 1994. 
In recent years, ADC has been expanding "efforts directed at increased professionalism and 
training, improved relationships with other wildlife management agencies, improved data collection 
systems, and development of new control methods technology" (USDA, 1994a, pp. 1-12). Specifically, 
ADC has modernized the Management Information System (MIS), which records and maintains data on 
resources, damage, control methods used, and animals taken (Acord, 1989). Expanded use of MIS has 
enhanced ADC's credibility with other agencies. ADC has also been involved in an aggressive staff 
recruitment and development campaign, in order to maintain a competent, qualified, and professional 
staff. 
Controversy Over ADC Activities 
Federal animal damage control was almost unanimously supported in the early to mid-1900s , 
but environmental activism in the 1960s and 1970s ignited controversy over ADC activities that has 
continued to the present day. ADC continues to receive a high level of Congressional support, as 
evidenced by a steady to increasing federal budget (in constant dollars) (Acord, 1989; Bradley, 1993; 
USDI, 1978). In addition, the program receives strong client support, as seen in the results of a recent 
client satisfaction survey (USDA, 1994b). However, attacks on the program from animal rights and 
environmental groups continue to mount (Abbey et al., 1994; Beasley, 1993; Lustgarden, 1994; 
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Schueler 1993). 
The ADC program has been trying to address public concerns over animal damage control 
activities. In order to improve its public image, ADC has focused on developing new damage control 
techniques, and increasing employee professionalism . Since the 1960s, ADC has been evolving its 
mission from broad eradication to selective problem solving through the use of new damage control 
methods (USDA, 1994a). ADC has also focused on professionalism. ADC is working to convince the 
public that professional wildlife damage management (and the ADC program in particular) minimizes 
the likelihood of environmentally unacceptable control actions (USDA, 1994a). 
Despite ADC's efforts, the agency is still struggling to convince critics that it is changing. 
ADC remains "caught in the crosshairs of environmentalists, disgruntled land managers, [and] wildlife 
advocates" (Lustgarden, 1994, p . 68). Complaints center on ADC's western predator control activities; 
however, ADC opponents often generalize about ADC employees and activities, accusing the program 
of ''carrying out a needless, wasteful , taxpayer-financed war on wildlife" (Lustgarden, 1994, p. 68). 
Criticism of ADC has become so focused that special interest groups have developed with the 
sole purpose of abolishing ADC (Abbey et al., 1994; Bradley, 1993). Groups such as the Wildlife 
Damage Review and the Predator Project feel that the organization is "not reformable and must be 
abolished" (Abbey et al., 1994, p. l) . They do not believe that wildlife killing by ranchers will run 
rampant if the ADC program is eliminated (Abbey et al., 1994). These groups question the 
professionalism of ADC employees, and portray the organization and its employees as being secretive 
and operating outside the law (Abbey et al., 1994). ADC critics feel that ADC actions do not reflect 
the attitudes of the American public (Abbey et al., 1994). They do not think ADC will change 
voluntarily; they are convinced that ADC and its employees are deeply entrenched in traditional beliefs 
and behaviors (Lustgarden, 1994). 
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Purpose of the Study 
Numerous articles have discussed and analyred attitudinal differences between natural resource 
managers and the public (Brunson, 1992; Leuschner et al., 1989; Peyton and Langenau, 1985). Much 
of this research has found that there are differences between the attitudes of natural resource managers 
and the public (Leuschner et al., 1989; Peyton and Langenau, 1985). Special interest groups have 
suggested that ADC actions and attitudes do not reflect public attitudes (Abbey et al., 1994). This 
research analyzes the attitudes of ADC employees; it is part of a larger effort to analyze the attitudes of 
wildlife professionals and the public on issues related to wildlife damage control. 
ADC critics have accused ADC personnel of being unprofessional, insensitive to environmental 
and animal welfare concerns, and captured by their ranching clientele (Abbey et al., 1994; MacAllister, 
1993). It has been suggested that ADC employees have gone on the defensive in response to these 
criticisms (Schmidt et al., 1992). The resultant defensive, adversarial relationship with the public has 
lead to further accusations of ADC being "shadowy and secretive" (Williams, 1994, p. 29). This 
research will examine the attitudes and values of ADC employees as reported by the employees 
themselves. The purpose of this study is to provide attitudinal and demographic information on ADC 
personnel. In addition to gathering attitudinal and demographic data, this research tests capture theory, 
a theory that has gained considerable influence in the study of organizational behavior. 
Attitudes and Values of ADC Specialists 
This research examines the attitudes and values of ADC employees. It specifically surveys 
ADC employees' attitudes about: 1) the ADC program and ADC activities, 2) wildlife, 3) euthanasia 
and the killing process, and 4) the proper influence of various public and private groups on ADC 
policy. 
This study attempts to discern the attitudes and values of ADC employees. Common attitudes 
may exist among employees in general, or among subgroups of ADC employees (such as employees 
with the same job position. or employees from the same region, etc.). Common values among ADC 
employees may suggest that certain types of individuals are attracted to careers in wildlife damage 
management. However, consistent attitudes might also suggest that norms directing the activities of 
ADC employees have emerged through the professional practice of wildlife damage management. 
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The existence of common values and beliefs among ADC employees may suggest the presence 
of a resource management paradigm; i.e . "the set of common values, beliefs, and shared wisdom that 
collectively provide the lens through which individuals in a resource management profession such as 
forestry interpret and act upon their world" (Brown and Harris, 1992, p. 232). A resource 
management paradigm regarding wildlife damage control might legitimate the use of certain 
management methods . Specifically, a natural resource management paradigm at ADC might justify the 
continued use of traditional management methods, or it might encourage the use of new, nontraditional 
methods. 
Capture Theory 
This research also tests the utility of capture theory in explaining ADC actions . Capture 
theory suggests that an agency's clientele may come to control the agency and deflect it from its stated 
mission (Fortmann, 1990). It also suggests that decision makers ' policies are primarily determined by 
a single constituency (Culhane, 1981). 
Capture theory is generally "applied to regulatory agencies which are linked by their mission 
to a specific regulated clientele" (Fortmann, 1990, p. 362). Although ADC is not a regulatory agency. 
because the ADC mission statement ties ADC in part to the agricultural community, capture theory 
may partially explain the activities of agency personnel. 
Capture theory suggests that captured agencies are strongly influenced by their clientele. 
Capture is apparent when there is a clear influence of the clientele on the agency' s actions. This 
research examines the influence of ADC clients on ADC employee actions . 
Capture theory also suggests that captured agencies share the attitudes and viewpoints of their 
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clients, and resist reaching out to new client groups (Fortmann, 1990). Because this research will 
examine only the attitudes of ADC personnel, we will not be able to examine whether ADC employees 
share similar values with specific client groups. However, "captured agencies are unlikely to reach out 
to new clientele in the face of active opposition from their existing clientele," (Fortmann, 1990, p. 363) 
and we may be able to evaluate whether ADC is captured by an existing clientele (e.g. agricultural 
producers) by examining the attitudes of ADC specialists toward nontraditional client groups. 
Objectives and Justification for Research 
The objectives of this study are the following: 
1. To examine and define the characteristics of ADC employees. 
2. To assess ADC employee attitudes on: a) the ADC program and ADC activities, 
b) wildlife, c) euthanasia and the killing process, and d) the proper influence of various 
public and private groups on ADC policy. 
3. To determine whether specific groups of ADC employees hold common attitudes and 
values, and to determine whether they affect employee behavior on the job. 
4. To test the utility of capture theory in explaining ADC activities. 
This research is timely and justified for several reasons. First, ADC and the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service (APHIS), ADC's parent agency, have recently completed a futuring project 
on the ADC program. Although the futuring project did not discuss existing ADC culture, it did 
suggest the need for a change in ADC culture (USDA, l 994c). This study will gather baseline 
information about the attitudes ADC employees . This research may provide information necessary to 
assess the current culture of ADC, and implement any desired changes. 
Second, ADC has recently been the focus of significant media attention. This research will 
provide objective, scientifically-based information on the ADC program that has previously been 
unavailable. 
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Finally, a number of factors point to capture theory as the obvious choice for a theory to test 
with ADC. Capture was selected for the theoretical basis of this thesis because: I) it has gained 
considerable influence in studies of organizational behavior, 2) it has been tested with both the United 
States Forest Service (USFS) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) (Culhane, 1981 ). and 3) it is 
often used, rightly or wrongly, to support accusations by anti-ADC activists. Capture is clearly the 
most prominent theoretical framework for the situation being studied. 
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CHAPTER II 
ATTITUDES AND VALUES OF USDA ANIMAL DAMAGE 
CONTROL EMPLOYEES 
Abstract 
This study examines the attitudes and values of USDA Animal Damage Control 
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(ADC) program employees . Results are based on a survey of ADC employees conducted in January, 
1995. This research examines ADC employees ' attitudes about wildlife, the ADC program and ADC 
employment , wildlife damage management methods, euthanasia and the killing process , and the role of 
public and private organizations on ADC policy . Survey responses were analyzed to explore 
associations between employee attitudes and job type or time of service. Job type was found to be a 
better indicator of attitudes than time of service. Results suggest that distinct subcultures may exist 
within the ADC program, and these subcultures may have their own group norms that influence 
individual attitude s and values . 
Introduction 
Natural resource management agencies are frequently criticized by interest groups. Although 
criticism often focuses on resource allocation decisions that interest groups consider unfavorable , many 
conflicts are rooted in basic value differences (Rasmussen and Brunson , Utah State Univ. , unpubl. 
data) . Natural resource policy decisions are heavily influenced by resource managers ' values (Bullis 
and Kennedy 1991), and decisions of resource managers are more likely to be criticized if their 
attitudes are perceived to differ from those of the interest groups (Vining and Ebreo 1991). Therefore, 
it is necessary to understand the values and attitudes of agency employees in order to better understand 
natural resource controversies. This chapter examines the attitudes and values of employees in an 
agency that has drawn frequent criticism in recent years, the U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) 
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Animal Damage Control (ADC) program (Abbey et al. 1994, Lustgarden 1994, MacAllister 1993). 
Previous research has examined the attitudes and values of employees in various natural 
resource management agencies. A number of natural resource agencies have been studied, most 
notably the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) (Brown and 
Harris 1992, Cramer et al. 1993, Culhane 1981, Kaufman 1960, Kennedy et al. 1992, Richards and 
Huntsinger 1994). Studies have found that a variety of factors may affect the attitudes of natural 
resource agency employees. Regional affiliation, length of service, ideological/professional orientation, 
and job position have been found to relate to USFS employee attitudes (Brown and Harris 1992, 
Cramer et al. 1993). BLM employee attitudes have been found to be related to length of service, along 
with other variables affecting employee sociali:zation (including ideological attitudes, mentoring within 
the agency, district job transfers, and on-the-job training) (Richards and Huntsinger 1994). Job 
position and time of service are two factors that have been found to be distinctly related to differences 
in employee attitudes and values (Bullis 1991, Cramer et al. 1993, Richards and Huntsinger 1994). 
This study represents the first known study of ADC employee attitudes and values. It 
examines the general attitudes of ADC employees, and attitude correlates with time of service and job 
type. Data come from a January 1995 survey of all ADC employees. 
Literature review 
ADC employee attitudes and values may affect their decisions and actions on the job . 
Attitudes and values predispose people to behave in a certain way. This literature review will 
summarize differences in how attitudes and values develop and how they influence the decisions and 
actions of individuals. It will also review previous research conducted on the attitudes and values of 
natural resource management employees. 
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Attitude and values 
Attitudes 
According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), an attitude is defined as "a learned predisposition to 
respond in a consistently favorable or unfavorable manner with respect to given object" (p. 6). This 
definition provides several distinguishing attributes of attitudes; they: 1) are learned, 2) predispose 
actions, 3) are directed toward a specific attitude object, and 4) predispose an individual to respond in a 
favorable or unfavorable manner. An example of an ADC employee attitude might be: "Problem 
wildlife needs to be controlled ." 
An attitude results from beliefs about a tangible or abstract object (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975). 
People develop beliefs about objects through direct observation and inferential processes, therefore they 
may persist, be forgotten, or change. Examples of beliefs that would direct our sample attitude are: 
"There are many conflicts between people and wildlife"; "There are healthy populations of coyotes, 
blackbirds, beavers , and other problem wildlife species"; "Many people have wildlife problems that 
need resolution" ; and "There are many humane ways of controlling problem wildlife." 
Attitudes reflect changes in beliefs , thus some attitudes are relatively stable and others may 
change frequently (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975). Attitudes are frames of reference; they save time by 
organizing knowledge, but change in the face of new evidence (Rokeach 1968). 
"[Values] transcend attitudes toward objects and situations" (Mandler 1993:234). Like 
attitudes, values are "internal criteria for evaluation" (Hechter 1993:3). However, unlike attitudes, 
values are 1) more general, 2) more durable, and 3) stronger imperatives to action (Hechter 1993). 
The.se important differences make values more powerful than attitudes. Related to the attitude and 
belief examples, an ADC employee value might be: "Human needs are more important than animals'." 
It is important to understand the three basic differences between values and attitudes. First, 
values are more abstract than attitudes. Although an attitude is tied to a specific object or situation, a 
value is more general. Rokeach (1968) noted: 
While an attitude represents several beliefs focused on a specific object or situation, a 
value is a single belief that transcendentally guides actions and judgement across 
specific objects and situations, and beyond immediate goals to more ultimate end-
states of existence (p. 160). 
He suggested that an adult may have "thousands of attitudes, but only dozens of values" (Rokeach 
1968: 124). Second, values are more durable than attitudes. Because values are more general than 
attitudes, they are actually determinants of attitudes (Rokeach 1968: 157). It is easier to change 
someone's feeling about a single object, than it is to change a large, generalized feeling. Finally, "a 
value, unlike an attitude , is an imperative to action, not just a belief about the preferable [action]" 
(Rokeach 1968: 160). 
Previous studies of natural resource management 
agencies 
Previous research has examined the attitudes and values of employees within natural resource 
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management agencies. In most cases, formal, written surveys have been used (Brown and Harris 1992, 
Cramer et al. 1993, Kennedy et al. 1992, Richards and Huntsinger 1994). In other cases, employee 
perceptions have been gathered through personal interviews (Culhane 1981, Fortmann 1990). In one 
case, informal conversations with employees were used to discern employee attitudes and agency norms 
(Kaufman 1960). 
Several studies have examined the attitudes and values of USFS employees. Early research 
conducted by Kaufman (1960) examined rangers' attitudes and norms regarding conformity with USFS 
policy. He focused on employee support for uniforms, formal training, and guidelines. 
Culhane (1981) researched USFS and BLM managers' attitudes regarding public lands policy 
issues and policy-making processes (Culhane 1981). He specifically studied attitudes regarding some 
controversial practices in public lands management: 
. .. clear-cutting, designating more wilderness areas, current mineral exploration 
practices, unrestricted ORV use, predator controls, increased grazing fees, increased 
allowable cuts and carrying capacities, and giving preferences to local economic 
considerations in policymaking (p. 173). 
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Culhane examined a variety of employee characteristics (experience prior to agency employment, years 
with agency , years in position, years with current supervisor, and professional/interest group 
affiliations) but did not specifically relate these characteristics to attitudes. 
Bullis and Kennedy (1991) studied changes in USFS employee values over time. This study 
replicated Bullis ' (1991) work comparing the values of USFS foresters, engineers, and biologists, and 
sought to examine stability and change within subgroups at the USFS. The survey queried employees 
about the USFS mission , the values they considered in daily decisionmaking, and the stakeholders they 
considered in their decisionmaking . Results found both stability and change within the professional 
subcultures. Groups were maintaining some overarching group values while simultaneously adapting to 
the dominant culture. Increasing interdisciplinary roles and interaction among subcultures had caused 
shifts in values and a trend toward greater unity in values among subgroups. 
Kennedy et al. ( 1992) studied USFS employee values and related values to job type. This 
research examined operational values (related to daily activities) and multiple-use goal values (about the 
outcomes of natural resource management) . Study results provided a comprehensive description of 
USFS employee values and described some significant variability among employee values related to job 
type . Kennedy et al. (1992) also compared employees' values with perceived public and agency values 
to conclude that USFS employees feel that their views are midway between a commodity-oriented 
agency and a conservation/recreation oriented public. 
Brown and Harris (1992) examined USFS employee attitudes and values toward natural 
resource management values. They compared overall USFS employee attitudes with the attitudes of 
USFS employees who were members of an employee group advocating agency reform . Results 
suggested that the USFS was in the process of a fundamental change, and that members of the dissident 
group were partly responsible for planting the seeds of change by showing less commodity-value bias 
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than other employees. 
Cramer et al. (1993) examined USFS employees' value orientations regarding multiple-use 
priorities. They related employee job type and length of service with values. Length of service was 
found to relate to many value questions. Changes in USFS values were seen as consistent with shifts in 
the values of the American public, but not necessarily reflective of the values of traditional resource-
dependent communities. 
In addition to Culhane (1981), several studies have examined the attitudes and values of BLM 
employees. Peyton and Langenau ( 1985) found that BLM biologists had attitudes toward animals that 
were significantly different than those of the general public. Using Kellert's (1980) attitude typology, 
they found that biologists had more naturalistic, ecologistic, scientistic, and dominionistic attitudes, but 
had lower scores on moralistic attitude questions. 
Fortmann (1990) studied the attitudes of employees of two California natural resource 
agencies, the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection and the California Cooperative 
Extension agency. She examined employee beliefs about dealing with the public, beliefs about who the 
agency should serve, and beliefs about professionalism and public input. Results suggested that 
employee beliefs and agency norms can affect agency response to population changes and changing 
public attitudes. 
Richards and Huntsinger (1994) examined the attitudes of BLM employees toward rangeland 
environmental conditions. They examined the effect of regional affiliation, length of service, and 
ideological attitudes on environmental conditions. They found that length of service and ideological 
attitudes affected employees' attitudes toward environmental conditions. However, an interaction 
between length of service and ideological attitude was observed, and the authors hypothesized that this 
relationship might be explained by the presence of strong professional norms and/or client 
constituencies. 
In general, the literature shows that striking variability can exist among employee attitudes 
within an agency. It also demonstrates that a variety of factors can relate to employee attitudes. 
Finally, it has revealed that agency employee attitudes can differ greatly from public attitudes. 
Study objectives 
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This survey had several objectives. First, ADC administrators were interested in surveying 
employees to learn about their continuing education needs. Second, this survey was seen as a means to 
acquire baseline information about ADC employees at a time when the program is under considerable 
attack (Abbey et al. 1994, Lustgarden 1994, MacAllister 1993, Williams 1994). Finally, studying the 
attitudes and values of ADC employees was seen as a means to expand on past research conducted on 
the attitudes and norms of other natural resource agency employees. 
Methods 
Primary data were collected in January 1995 through a nationwide survey of all current ADC 
employees, including administrators, field specialists, state and regional office employees, Denver 
Wildlife Research Center employees, and employees at the Pocatello Supply Depot. 
Survey development followed Dillman 's (1978) "Total Design Method ." The survey 
instrument (see appendix) consisted primarily of structured, forced-choice questions to provide 
quantitative results. The questionnaire consisted of 8 sections: 1) employee perception of ADC, 2) 
selection of wildlife damage management methods, 3) attitudes about wildlife , 4) attitudes about 
euthanasia and the killing process , 5) the role of public and private organiz.ations on ADC policy, 6) 
continuing education needs, 7) job information, and 8) demographics. Prior to implementation, the 
survey instrument was reviewed by individuals at Utah State University and by select ADC 
administrators. 
Of the 1056 surveys distributed, 18 surveys were undeliverable and 6 were returned by 
individuals who were not currently employed by ADC. These individuals were deducted from the 
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sample size. Of the remaining 1032 surveys, 734 were returned complete and 9 were returned as 
refusals. The final response rate was 71 %. Percent of response was fairly consistent nationwide; 
however, reduced response was noted in Utah and New Mexico. Only 44% and 48% of Utah and New 
Mexico ADC employees responded to the survey, possibly as a result of ongoing pressure on ADC 
activities in these states (Agencies feud ... 1994, Animal rights activists fail... 1996). 
Data analysis was conducted in two stages. First, descriptive statistics were obtained for all 
dependent and independent variables in the survey. Second, time of service and job position were 
related to attitudinal variables . 
Inferential statistics are not employed in this analysis, because they assume random sampling 
from a population (Glass and Hopkins 1984). The results of this study are based on a 100% sample of 
ADC employees with a 71 % response rate. Because of the sensitive nature some survey questions 
addressing the use of control methods and attitudes about killing animals, it is reasonable to suspect that 
nonrespondents may have some views that differ from those of respondents . Therefore, a random 
sample cannot be assumed and it may be inappropriate to infer these results to nonrespondents. 
However, these results provide a good picture of the attitudes of a large number of ADC employees . 
Results 
General attitudes of ADC employees 
Respondent characteristics 
Respondents ranged in age from 21 to 77; the average age was 42. Most respondents (84%) 
were male, and most (71 % ) had grown up in rural or small town settings. Similarly, most respondents 
(64 % ) currently reside in rural areas or small towns. Most respondents (78 % ) had attended college, 
and many (48 % ) had completed either a bachelor's or advanced degree; 40% of employees who had 
attended college majored in wildlife management or wildlife biology. 
Most respondents (59 % ) had been employed with ADC for 6 years or more. However, most 
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employees (71 % ) had held only one job position with ADC. Also, most employees (68 % ) had worked 
in only one state during their time with ADC. 
ADC is a federal program, which is operated as a joint effort with states and client groups. 
Therefore, ADC employees may be paid by the USDA, a state government, or a cooperator group 
(such as the National Cattlemen's Association) . Most survey respondents (81 %) were federal 
employees, as opposed to state (13 % ), or cooperative (5 % ) employees. 
Attitudes about wildlife 
ADC employees were asked to respond to a number of statements about wildlife by indicating 
their level of agreement on a scale of l (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) (Table 1). Employees 
indicated strong agreement to statements such as "I enjoy being outdoors and watching wildlife," 
"Wildlife provides many benefits to people," "I enjoy studying animals to learn more about them," and 
"Wildlife should be conserved for future generations." Employees agreed that "People have an ethical 
obligation to protect wildlife," "Greater protection should be given to wildlife habitat," and "My love 
for wildlife is one of my strongest feelings ." Employees strongly disagreed with the statement "I 
dislike pets," and disagreed slightly with the statement "Love and emotions should be felt about other 
people, not wild animals." 
Employee attitudes about the ADC program 
Survey recipients were asked to indicate the importance of four subgoals of the ADC mission 
statement. They were asked to give their own opinion of the importance of each goal, and to indicate 
how important they thought each goal was to the ADC program. The four goals were l) protection of 
America's agricultural resources, 2) protection of America's industrial resources, 3) protection of 
America's natural resources, and 4) safeguarding public safety. 
All aspects of the ADC mission were reported to be important to ADC and to the employees 
themselves. On a 5-point scale from l (not important) to 5 (very important), each of the goals was 
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rated between 4 and 5 (Table 2). However, employees perceived protection of industrial resources to 
be less important to ADC than other goals. They also indicated that it was less important to them 
personally. Protection of natural resources was also perceived as Jess important to the ADC program, 
but was not less important to respondents personally. 
When responses to the two questions were compared, employees tended to report that 
protection of natural resources and safeguarding public safety were more important to themselves than 
to ADC. Alternatively, respondents reported protection of industrial resources to be more important to 
ADC than to themselves. 
Survey respondents were also asked to share their feelings about being an ADC employee 
(Table 3). Employees found employment with ADC to be very positive. Employees were proud to 
work for ADC, felt that ADC provided an important service, and found their jobs satisfying. 
Selection of wildlife damage management methods 
Respondents felt that a variety of factors should influence selection of wildlife damage 
management methods (Table 4). They indicated that all factors listed (cost, environmental impacts, 
human safety, animal suffering, severity of the wildlife damage problem, ability to target specific 
animals, public opinion, and effectiveness) should have moderate to very strong influence on selection 
of wildlife damage management methods . Of the considerations listed, ADC employees felt that human 
safety and effectiveness should have the greatest influence , while public opinion and cost should have 
the least influence on selection of control methods. 
Respondents were asked to indicate the effectiveness of wildlife damage management methods 
(Table 5). On a scale of 1 (not effective) to 5 (very effective), mean responses for the 19 techniques 
listed ranged from 2.16 to 4.26 . Aerial gunning, poisoned baits for rodents, Jeghold traps, cage traps, 
and neck snares were reported as the most effective control methods. Fertility control, biocontrol 
(induced diseases), trapping and relocating, chemical repellents, and scare devices were reported as the 
least effective methods. 
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Generally, lethal techniques were seen as more effective than nonlethal techniques. All 
techniques with effectiveness ratings of greater than 3. 7 were lethal techniques . Likewise, all 
techniques that were rated less than 3.2 (except biocontrol) were nonlethal methods. (Biocontrol is the 
use of induced disease to control populations. This is not currently employed by ADC and most 
respondents may be unfamiliar with it.) Cage traps, which can be employed lethally or nonlethally, 
were in between and received a moderate effectiveness rating of 3.40 . 
Employees were also asked to indicate the humaneness of wildlife damage management 
methods on a scale of 1 (not humane) to 5 (very humane) (Table 5) . Generally, employees felt that the 
wildlife damage methods listed were humane; all techniques (except biocontrol) were rated from 3.25 
to 4. 71. (Biocontrol received a humaneness rating of 2.01.) The most humane methods were physical 
exclusion, adjusting planting and grazing schedules, human guards, and scare devices. Other than 
biowntrol, the least humane methods were leghold traps, foot snares, and neck snares. These were 
rated less humane than nonlethal methods but still slightly above the neutral level. 
Employees involved directly in animal control were asked to indicate how often they used, or 
recommended the use of, various wildlife damage management methods (Table 5). The techniques 
with the highest reported use were leghold traps, neck snares, cage traps, and calling and shooting. 
The techniques with lowest reported use were biocontrol, fertility control, human guards/livestock 
herders, chemical repellents, and adjusting planting/grazing schedules. 
Attitudes toward euthanasia and the killing process 
Employees were asked to report their attitudes toward euthanasia and killing animals. 
Euthanasia was described in the survey as "good death," defined by the 1993 Report of the A VMA 
Panel on Euthanasia as a death "that occurs without pain and distress" (Andrews et al. 1993:231). 
Respondents felt that it was important that animals received a "good death" as defined. The mean 
response was 4.3 on a scale of 1 (not important) to 5 (very important). 
Employees were also given a number of statements, and asked to report their agreement on a 
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scale of I (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) (Table 6). Responses suggest that employees 
support use of less painful and nonlethal control methods when possible. They strongly agreed with the 
stat~ment "When I have a choice, I prefer using methods that minimize pain and suffering." They also 
agreed with the statement "I always try to use nonlethal methods when they are practical." Employees 
showed some desire to focus damage control on "offending" animals. However, they were more 
neutral on the statement "I'm more comfortable killing an animal known to have caused damage than 
one that may cause damage in the future." 
Role of public and private organizations 
on ADC practices 
ADC employees were asked to indicate the amount of influence that various groups currently 
have, and should have, on ADC practices. Results were on a 5-point scale ranging from I (no 
influence) to 5 (strong influence). 
The reported current levels of influence ranged from 2.61 to 4.42 (Table 7). The groups with 
the highest current level of influence were ranching operations, the U. S. Congress, the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), farming operations, environmental groups, and the media. All of these 
groups had mean influence ratings of 4.0 or greater. Three groups had current influence ratings of less 
than 3.0: departments of transportation, university scientists, and private homeowners. 
The levels of influence that groups should have ranged from 2.06 to 4.43 (Table 7). The 
groups that ADC employees thought should have the greatest influence were ADC employees, ranching 
operations, and farming operations. The groups that employees thought should have the least influence 
were animal rights/welfare groups, the media, and environmental groups. 
Employee response on questions addressing interest group influence were combined to further 
examine employees' attitudes on which groups have too much, the right amount , or not enough 
influence. Table 8 shows the mean difference between the amount of influence groups currently have 
and the amount of influence they should have on ADC practices. In ten cases, respondents felt groups 
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currently had more influence than they should: ranchers, Congress, three federal agencies, state wildlife 
agencies, environmental groups, animal rights/welfare groups, the media and the general public. 
Respondents felt six groups deserve more influence than they currently have: ADC employees, state 
agriculture agencies, airports, departments of health and transportation, and private homeowners. 
Respondents felt the remaining groups currently have about the right amount of influence: fanning 
operations, aquaculture operations, hunter/sportsmen groups, and university scientists. 
Percentage analysis shows the distribution of response (Table 8). Respondents felt that many 
groups have too much influence on ADC practices. Potentially antagonistic special interest groups 
(animal rights/welfare groups, the media, and environmental groups) were seen as having dramatically 
too much influence. Federal agencies (BLM, Congress, USFWS, USFS) were also seen as having too 
much influence . ADC employees were seen as not having enough influence. 
Time of service and job type as 
indicators of ADC employee attitudes 
For further analysis, respondents were classified based on their time of service with ADC and 
their job type. Time with ADC was divided into five groups: 0-5 years, 6-10 years, 10-15 years, 16-
20 years, and more than 20 years. Many employees (41 %) had been with ADC less than 6 years; 
24%, 13%, 10%, and 12% of respondents fell into each of the other categories , respectively . Job 
types were coded into field, research, managerial, and office; most respondents who indicated their job 
position were field employees (60%), followed by management (15%), research (13%), and office 
(12 % ). For the sake of brevity, results for office employees are not discussed in detail but are included 
in the tables. 
Characteristics of subgroups of ADC employees 
Field, research , and management respondents had different demographic profiles (Table 9) . 
Management respondents were somewhat older (mean age 45 years) than research and field respondents 
(42 and 41 years respectively). Relatively more field and management respondents were male than 
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research respondents. Research respondents were more well-educated than other employees, followed 
by management employees. More field respondents grew up and currently reside on rural farms and 
ranches, compared to management and research respondents. Almost all nonfederal employees are 
field personnel. Management respondents tended to have been employed with ADC longer than other 
respondents. Also, management employees had apparently moved up through the ranks; compared to 
other job types, far more management respondents had held other jobs with ADC. Although only 11 % 
of field personnel had held other jobs with ADC during their time at the organization, 43 % of research 
and 91 % of management personnel bad held other jobs. Likewise, management and research 
respondents were more likely to report having worked in other states during their tenure at ADC. 
Respondents with differing lengths of service with ADC also had different demographic 
profiles (Table IO). Respondents who bad more time at ADC were older, and were more likely to be 
male, had grown up in a rural area, and held management positions. They were also more likely to 
have held more than one ADC job and worked in more than one state for ADC . Most cooperative 
employees had less than 5 years with ADC. There were no differences in education level for 
employees with varying lengths of service at ADC. 
Attitudes about wildlife 
Job type was found to be related to certain attitudes about wildlife (Table 11). 
The relationship between job type and respondent attitudes toward wildlife depended on the 
specific attitude being examined. For most of statements, office employees' responses differed from 
other personnel. There was also significant variability among the attitudes of field, research, and 
management personnel. 
Field, research, and management employees all strongly agreed to the statements: "I eajoy 
being outdoors and watching wildlife, " "Wildlife provides many benefits to people," and "Wildlife 
should be conserved for future generations." Field and management employees were more likely (than 
research employees) to strongly agree with the statements: "I enjoy bunting," and "Wildlife often 
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interferes with peoples' interests." However, research employees were more likely (than other groups) 
to agree that: "More protection should be given to wildlife habitat." Field employees were more likely 
to indicate that they enjoyed working outdoors because they felt like part of nature, and were somewhat 
more likely to strongly agree that love of wildlife was a strong feeling. 
Job tenure was not strongly related to employees' attitudes toward wildlife (Table 12). 
Longtime employees were slightly more likely to feel that "Watching wildlife for recreation is a waste 
of time," and that "Wild animals are not objects of beauty," but these still were minority opinions . 
Employee attitudes about the ADC program 
Job type was associated with respondents' perceptions of the importance of goals to ADC 
(Tables 13 and 14). Research employees felt that only agricultural resources were truly valued by 
ADC, while they personally were most likely to value natural resources and public safety . Other 
respondents' personal values reflected their perception of ADC values; they felt all goals except 
protection of industrial resources were very important. 
Time with ADC was not strongly related to respondents' perception of ADC attitudes, or 
respondents' own attitudes regarding the importance of ADC goals (Tables 15 and 16). However, 
longtime employees were less likely than others to indicate that "safeguarding public safety" and 
"protection of America's natural resources" were very important to ADC as an organization. 
Job type and ADC tenure were not strongly related to employee satisfaction (Tables 17 and 
18), although research employees were slightly less likely to indicate strong allegiance to the program. 
Field personnel and managers reported somewhat higher satisfaction than other employees. 
Selection of wildlife damage management methods 
Job type and tenure with ADC held little value in predicting employee attitudes regarding the 
influence that various factors should have on the selection of wildlife damage management methods 
(Tables 19 and 20). However, respondents with less time with ADC, and those in research or 
management positions, were more likely to believe that environmental impacts should have strong 
influence on selection of wildlife damage methods. 
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Field personnel were more likely than other employees to rate lethal control methods as very 
effective, and least likely to rate nonlethal methods as effective (Table 21). Management employees, 
who tend to come from the field ranks, made similar ratings but were not quite as adamant. 
Researchers, and to a lesser extent office staff, tended to rate lethal methods in the neutral-to-effective 
range . They also were slightly more likely to rate nonlethal methods as effective. However, all of 
these differences tended to be in the degree of rating rather than direction--i.e., no group differed to the 
extent that one rated a technique as effective while another judged it ineffective. 
Tenure with ADC was not strongly related to employee attitudes on the effectiveness of 
wildlife damage control methods (Table 22). Newer employees reported higher effectiveness for some 
nonlethal techniques than did employees with more time at ADC; however, this variable appeared to be 
less predictive than job type. 
Field personnel consistently rated lethal control methods as very humane more often than other 
respondents (Table 23). As before, managers ' responses were more like field employees' than other 
respondents ' . There was less difference in humaneness ratings for nonlethal methods . 
As with effectiveness, tenure was less associated with employees' attitudes toward the 
humaneness of techniques (Table 24). However, there was a tendency for employees with less than 
five years of service to rate trapping and relocating as humane. Newer employees were less likely to 
rate M44s, fertility control, and aerial shooting as very humane. Employees with 6-10 years and more 
than 20 years of service with ADC indicated that leghold traps and foot snares were less humane than 
other employees. 
Attitudes about euthanasia and the killing process 
As for other attitudes, job type was found to be related to attitudes about euthanasia and the 
killing process (Table 25). Interesting relationships were found between job type and certain statements 
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about animal control. Field employees were less likely to agree or strongly agree with the statement, 
"I wish there were more effective ways to identify and take ·offending· animals." Field personnel 
were more likely to strongly agree that "My concern over killed and injured livestock is more 
important than my concern over making sure an offending animal receives a 'good death·"; however, 
upon examining the percentage of employees who either agreed or strongly agreed, field, office, and 
management had similar levels of response, while research employees' were lower . Research 
employees were much more likely to disagree that "ADC spends too much money researching nonlethal 
methods." 
Time with ADC was not found to be an effective predictor of attitudes toward the killing 
process (Table 26). 
The role of public and private organizations on 
ADC practices 
Job type was associated with respondents' views on the current influence of various 
organizations on ADC practices (Table 27). Research employees generally indicated that organizations 
listed had less influence on ADC practices than other employees indicated . However, research 
employees were slightly more likely to perceive that ranching operations and the U.S. Congress have 
strong influence on ADC practices. Compared with other job types, field employees perceived strong 
influence from a broader range of groups. 
Time of service was not strongly related to employees ' views of the current influence of 
organizations on ADC practices (Table 28). 
Job type was again found to be more closely associated (than time of service) with attitudes 
regarding the influence that various organizations should have on ADC practices (Table 29). Field 
employees were more likely to indicate that traditional clients (ranchers, farmers, and aquaculturists) 
should strongly influence ADC practices. For example, 59 % of field personnel felt that ranchers 
should have a strong influence on ADC practices, compared to 14 % of research employees and 28 % of 
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management employees . Field employees were more likely to indicate that potentially hostile special 
interest groups (environmental groups, animal rights/welfare groups, and the media) should have no 
influence. Nearly half of the field employees (as opposed to 13 % and 29 % of research and 
management employees , respectively) felt that animal rights/welfare groups should have no influence on 
ADC practices whatsoever. Field employees were more likely to feel that potentially supportive special 
interest groups should have more influence. Nearly half of field employees felt that hunter/sportsmen 
groups should influence or strongly influence ADC practices, compared to less than 25 % of research 
and management employees. Employee attitudes about the influence that federal natural resource 
management agencies (BLM , USFS , USFWS) should have on ADC practices were normally 
distributed; however , research employees generally supported slightly more influence from these groups 
than others . Contrary to views about federal agencies , field employees supported more influence from 
state resource management agencies than other employees . 
Tenure was again found to be only weakly related to attitudes about the influence of 
organizations (Table 30) . 
Discussion 
Attitudes toward wildlife 
Kellert ( 1976) defined nine basic attitude s toward animal s: naturali stic, ecologistic , 
humanistic , morali stic, scientistic, aesthetic , utilitarian , dorninionistic, and negativistic. Although 
Kellert 's attitude measurement questions were not employed in this survey, response to wildlife 
statements suggest that utilitarian, naturalistic , aesthetic , and scientistic attitudes are most common 
among ADC employees . These four attitudes imply that ADC employees recognize the usefulness of 
wildlife, enjoy contact with nature, appreciate the beauty of wildlife, and are interested in studying 
wildlife . Although earlier studies have documented utilitarian, naturalistic, and scientistic attitudes 
among wildlife professionals (Peyton and Langenau 1985, Sanborn 1995), aesthetic attitudes have not 
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been documented. Schmidt et al. ( 1996) surveyed public attitudes toward wildlife using some of the 
same wildlife attitude statements used in this survey. Their results suggest that utilitarian, naturalistic , 
and scientistic attitudes are less pronounced in the general public than they are among ADC employees; 
public attitudes were more ecologistic and moralistic than those of ADC respondents. 
Not surprisingly, ADC employees' job type is strongly related to their attitudes toward 
wildlife. Research has noted that certain individuals are attracted to the wildlife management profession 
(Sanborn 1995, Wagner 1991), and it is likely that certain individuals are drawn specifically to the 
wildlife damage management profession. Individuals ' attitudes about wildlife likely prompt them to 
pursue careers in wildlife damage management, and further draw them to specific job positions within 
the field . In addition, ADC organizational culture, subcultures within the organization, and experiences 
on the job probably further mold ADC employee attitudes toward wildlife (Kennedy 1985). 
Field employee respondents hold largely utilitarian, naturalistic, and scientistic attitudes . Field 
employees' utilitarian attitudes may reflect the fact that a significant portion of this group grew up, and 
continue to reside on farms or ranches, and have less formal education than other respondents. Kellert 
( 1976) found strong utilitarian orientations among farmers and less formally educated groups . Kellert 
found that less well-edu cated groups tended to be more utilitarian toward animal s. Utilitarian attitudes 
are likely reinforced in the daily life of ADC field employees as these jobs have a strong utilitarian 
focus. 
Field employees' naturalistic attitudes may also derive in part from their rural backgrounds. 
Kellert found that noncity dwellers were more naturalistically oriented, and surmised that this 
appreciation of the natural world derived from outdoor recreational activities. Hunting, fishing, and 
other outdoor activities common in rural life probably help to attract ADC field specialists into their 
line of work , and their attraction to the outdoors is probably further enhanced in their day-to-day work. 
The scientistic attitudes of field employees likely result from their educational experiences and ADC 
culture. Many field employees reported studying wildlife management or biology in school. ADC 
sp~ialists are also trained to address wildlife problems analytically; they are trained to identify, 
analyze, and solve wildlife damage problems. 
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Management employees, who generally come from the field ranks, share field employees' 
largely utilitarian views of animals. As with field employees, these attitudes may reflect their rural and 
small town backgrounds . Management respondents' attitudes may also reflect their age. Management 
employees were older than other respondents, and both Kellert (1976) and Sanborn (1995) found older 
people to hold more utilitarian attitudes. Finally, management employees reported significantly more 
time of service with ADC; extended employment with an organization founded on utilitarian valuation 
of animals may have an influence on these respondents' attitudes. Sanborn (1995) found that people 
with more time in the wildlife management field were more utilitarian. 
Employee attitudes about the ADC program 
Employees' attitudes about the ADC program indicate strong personal identification with ADC . 
Employees demonstrated support for the ADC mission and high satisfaction with ADC employment. 
These results are similar to the results seen by Kennedy et al. (1992) in their analysis of USFS 
attitudes. Kennedy et al. found that USFS employees supported the USFS vision statement, and that 
respondents were satisfied, loyal employees of this agency. 
Respondents prioritized goals within the ADC mission statement somewhat differently than 
they perceived them to be prioritized by ADC. Respondents reported protection of industrial and 
natural resources to be less important to ADC than protection of agricultural resources and human 
safety . However, employees personally felt that protection of natural resources was nearly as important 
as protection of agricultural resources and human safety. The gap between perceived ADC attitudes 
and respondents' own attitudes was most pronounced with respect to protection of natural resources. 
Kennedy et al. (1992) similarly found that USFS employees ' multiple-use values differed quite a bit 
from those of the USFS. 
It is likely that both ADC organizational culture and personal values influence employees' 
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attitudes about ADC goals. ADC culture may imply that certain goals in the ADC mission statement 
have priority over others; norms, values, and social structure are just some of the components of ADC 
culture that probably influence employee attitudes. Although ADC culture may affect employee 
attitudes, personal values clearly affect employees' attitudes toward ADC goals. The fact that ADC 
employees perceive protection of natural resources as less important to ADC but personally feel it is as 
important as other ADC goals indicates that valuation of natural resources derives in part from personal 
values . 
As a group, research employees seem to identify least with the ADC program. Research 
employees report less satisfaction with ADC employment and report more qualified support for all 
ADC goals except protection of natural resources. In fact, research employees rated protection of 
natural resources as more important than protection of any other resource. Research employees appear 
to identify less with the ADC program; these employees may be following personal values, or they may 
have a distinct group norm. 
Selection of wildlife damage management methods 
Employees reported that human safety and effectiveness should most strongly influence the 
selection of wildlife damage methods, while animal suffering, cost, and public opinion should have only 
moderate influence . No other published research has addressed wildlife professionals' views on this 
issue; however, several studies have addressed public attitudes on this issue . In the Schmidt et al. 
( 1996) survey, respondents indicated that human safety, effectiveness, and animal suffering should most 
strongly influence selection of wildlife damage management methods (4.4, 4.3, and 4.3 on a 5-point 
scale, respectively), while cost and public opinion should have the least influence on these decisions 
(3. 7 and 2.8 on a 5-point scale respectively). In a study of public attitudes toward coyote control, 
Stuby et al. (1979) asked about the influence humaneness, specificity, and cost should have on 
evaluating control methods . Humaneness was rated most important, followed by specificity and cost. 
Respondents rated traditional wildlife damage control methods as more effective than newer, 
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more experimental methods. Reported effectiveness may reflect both actual and perceived effectiveness 
of methods because many respondents have little experience with many of the techniques. Techniques 
that have "stood the test of time" might be rated more effective than promising newer techniques 
simply because respondents are more familiar with them. A survey of rancher attitudes on predator 
control found that poison and aerial gunning were perceived to be more effective than denning and 
greyhound dogpacks (Buys 1975). Ranchers may have perceived denning and greyhound dogpacks as 
Jess effective because they were newer, less familiar techniques in the mid-1970s. 
Respondents indicated that all methods (except biocontrol) were humane, and tended to rate 
nonlethal methods as more humane than lethal methods. All methods rated 4 or higher on the 5-point 
humane scale were nonlethal, except calling and shooting (4.33), M44s (4.14) and aerial shooting 
( 4.13). These results differ strikingly from results of public attitudes on the humaneness of control 
methods. In the Schmidt et al. ( 1996) survey, the public rated all lethal techniques inhumane (less than 
3 on a 5-point scale), except poisoned baits for rodents. Nonlethal methods were all rated humane. 
Arthur ( 1981) found similar results; all current lethal methods were rated unacceptable, and nonlethal 
methods were rated acceptable . Education about control methods seems to influence attitudes about 
humaneness; Timm and Schemnitz (1988) found that students who completed wildlife damage control 
classes found poisons, aerial gunning, leghold traps, and denning to be acceptable methods for 
controlling coyotes. 
Field employees exhibit more support than other respondents for some of the more 
controversial methods currently employed by ADC. Field employees rated M44s, leghold traps, neck 
snares, fumigation, and poisoned baits as more effective than did other employees . They also rated 
M44s and poisoned baits as more humane than other employees. It is possible that field employees rate 
these techniques as more effective and humane because they sense the possibility of losing access to 
these techniques ; they may want to show that these techniques are effective and necessary to control 
wildlife damage. Other employees may rate these techniques as less effective/humane because they 
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deal with complaints regarding hazards and humaneness issues associated with them, or because their 
work focuses on finding new alternatives to lethal control. 
The theory of cognitive dissonance may provide some explanation for respondents' high 
humaneness ratings for control methods . Festinger's (1957) theory discusses the nature of "the human 
organism [t]o establish internal harmony , consistency, or congruity among his opinions, attitudes, 
knowledge, and values" (p. 260). The theory of cognitive dissonance asserts that people will strive to 
maintain consistency between what they believe and what they do. ADC employees may give higher 
humaneness ratings because they need to maintain congruity between their beliefs and their actions. 
Biocontrol may be regarded as more inhumane because this technique may be unfamiliar to respondents 
and is not currently employed by ADC; therefore, there is no need for ADC employees to establish 
consistency with their actions for this method. 
Attitudes toward euthanasia 
and the killing process 
Respondents' attitudes toward euthanasia and the killing process were varied. Although there 
was strong agreement for one statement regarding minimizing pain when killing animals , support was 
less strong for other statements addre ssing the relative importance of minimizing pain (compared to 
solving damage problems and concerns for killed and injured livestock). Responses also varied for 
statements about targeting offending animals and using nonlethal control methods . 
Research employees appear to have somewhat different attitudes toward use and research of 
nonlethal methods, and efforts to target offending animals. Research employees may have different 
attitudes on these issues because they are more closely involved with efforts to develop nonlethal 
control methods and methods that minimize animal suffering. Research employees see more promise 
for new techniques than field and management employees who may have seen promising new 
techniques fail in the field . 
The role of public and private organizations 
on ADC practices 
Responses varied widely regarding the influence that antagonistic groups (animal 
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rightists /welfarists and environmentalists) and supportive groups (ranchers and farmers) should have on 
ADC policy. Employees apparently do not hold a uniform view of groups involved in controversy 
about ADC activities. Results suggest that employee attitudes are related to job roles and to public 
controversy over ADC activities. Field and research employees were found to have somewhat opposite 
attitudes in this area . 
Field employee attitudes seem to reflect the fact that they are often the target of controversy 
over ADC. Field employees feel more strongly than other employee groups that traditional clientele, 
and other potentially supportive groups (hunters /sportsmen, state agriculture and wildlife agencies) 
should have more influence on ADC practices. Likewise, field employees show more antagonism 
toward potentially hostile groups (animal rights/welfare groups, environmental groups, and the media). 
Kennedy ( 1985) noted that a profession when faced by challenge " ... may succumb to a defensive, 
bastille-mentality that views itself and dissenting publics as a contest of right and wrong, the informed 
vs. the unformed , the rational vs. the emotional" (p. 571). ADC field employees are clearly the targets 
of some extremely dissenting sp~ial interest groups, and may be adopting a defensive stance. 
Compared to other ADC employees, research employees advocate more balanced influence 
from a variety of user groups. Their attitudes are somewhat reflective of the egalitarian orientation 
discussed by Sanborn (1995). Professionals with this type of attitude ··accept that they manage a 
publicly-held resource and must [t]ake into consideration the public will" (p. 8). The egalitarian-type 
attitudes of research employees may be reflective of their higher educational attainment or to some 
degree from the larger percentage of women in this group (Sanborn 1995), or they may simply reflect a 
behind-the-scenes role that permits them to be remain detached from controversies over ADC activities. 
Their analytical backgrounds may also allow them to view ADC controversy with a broader 
pen.-pective, that allows them to say that everyone should have input. 
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Conclusions 
This study examined the attitudes and values of ADC employees, and variation in attitudes as a 
function of time with ADC and job type. In general, job type was found to be a better indicator of 
employee attitudes than time with ADC. These results differ from studies of the USFS and BLM that 
found time of service to be a significant indicator of attitudes (Cramer et al. 1993, Richards and 
Huntsinger 1994). 
Employee values and subcultures within the ADC program may influence the distinct employee 
attitudes found withinjob classifications at ADC. Personal values and experiences probably have 
dire.cted individuals to select their career with ADC. Specifically, individuals with certain personal 
values , and certain educational and personal histories, have likely been drawn to employment in 
particular ADC jobs. Distinct subcultures may exist within the ADC program, and these subcultures 
likely have their own group norms that influence individual attitudes and values . 
Length of service at ADC was not strongly related to most attitudinal variables . However, 
time with ADC was related to some questions dealing with natural resource and environmental 
protection . It appears that ADC employee attitudes to some degree reflect rising public concern about 
the environment ; younger respondents and respondents with less time at ADC reported more concern 
for protection of natural resources. However, it is unclear whether ADC employee concern for 
environmental protection fully reflects public concerns in this area. 
Further research could examine the existence of norms within job types at ADC. In order to 
verify the existence of norms, further research could query employees about norms within their 
department or among individuals with their job position. Additional research might also examine the 
employee reward system at ADC; this type of research might reveal factors that influence the attitudes 
and behaviors of ADC employees . 
Further research should also compare ADC employee attitudes and values with those of the 
American public . ADC employees' strong support for the ADC mission likely binds them together and 
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helps them focus on common goals. However, "problems occur when wildlife managers' goals are 
inconsistent with broader national or regional cultures" (Kennedy 1985:577). Comparison of these 
results to public attitudes will show the similarities and differences in ADC employees ' and the public's 
attitudes. This comparison should provide good information on how ADC and its employees might best 
address the needs and concerns of a public with diverse wildlife values. 
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Table I. Mean responses on attitude toward wildlife questions. 
Statement 
I enjoy being outdoors and watching wildlife 
Wildlife provides many benefits to people 
I enjoy studying animals to learn more about them 
Wildlife should be conserved for future generations 
Wild animals are objects of beauty 
I enjoy hunting 
My love for wildlife is one of my strongest feelings 
I like working outdoors because I feel like part of nature 
People have an ethical obligation to protect wildlife 
Greater protection should be given to wildlife habitat 
Wildlife often interferes with peoples' interests 
Love and emotions should be felt about other people, not wild 
animals 
I dislike seeing wildlife at zoos 
Observing wildlife for recreation strikes me as a waste of time 
I dislike pets 
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Mean Level Standard 

















Table 2. Differences in attitudes regarding four goals included in the ADC mission statement. 
Perceived Importance of 
Importance of Std Goal to Std 
Goal Goal to ADC Dev Respondents Dev 
Protection of America's 4.70 .69 4.70 .64 
agricultural resources 
Safeguarding public safety 4.64 . 71 4.75 .58 
Protection of America's 4.40 .92 4.69 .63 
natural resources 
Protection of America's 4.11 l.01 3.99 l. l l 
industrial resources 
Table 3. Mean levels of agreement to statements regarding employment with ADC. 
Statement 
ADC provides an important service 
I feel a sense of pride in working for ADC 
My current job with ADC is satisfying 
If I started over, I would choose to work for someone other than 
ADC 


















Table 4. Differences regarding the amount of influence that various factors should have in the selection 




Severity of wildlife damage problem 
















Table 5: Differences in reported effectiveness, humaneness, and use of various wildlife 
damage control methods. 
Mean Level of 
Method Effectiveness Humaneness Use 
Aerial shooting 4.26 4.13 2.94 
Poisoned baits for 4.25 3.69 2.84 
rodents 
M44s 4.22 4.14 3.41 
Leghold traps 4.21 3.25 4.07 
Neck snares 4.16 3.36 3.86 
Fumigation / gassing 4.10 3.50 2.79 
dens 
Poisoned baits for birds 4.04 3.63 2.67 
Calling and shooting 3.91 4.33 3.63 
Foot snares 3.72 3.31 2.56 
Cage traps 3.40 4.17 3.70 
Human guards/livestock 3.21 4.57 2.24 
herders 
Physical exclusion 3.19 4.71 3.32 
Guard dogs/animals 2.93 4.42 2.58 
Adjusting planting or 2.88 4.65 2.47 
grazing schedules 
Scare devices 2 .69 4.55 3.26 
Chemical repellents 2.65 4.29 2.35 
Trapping and relocating 2.44 3.43 2.65 
Biocontrol 2.37 2.01 1.09 
Fertility control 2.16 4.00 1.22 
Table 6. Mean responses on questions addressing attitudes toward euthanasia and killing animals. 
Statement 
When I have a choice, I prefer using methods that minimize pain 
and suffering 
I am willing to kill animals when I know it's important to our 
mission 
I always try to use nonlethal methods when they are practical 
I wish there were more effective ways to identify and take 
"offending" animals 
The public might be more accepting of ADC techniques if they knew 
euthanasia was commonly practiced 
I'm more comfortable killing an animal known to have caused 
damage than one that may cause damage in the future 
My concern over killed and injured livestock is more important than 
my concern over making sure an offending animal receives a "good 
death" 
I am more concerned with solving wildlife damage problems than 
with worrying about animal suffering 
ADC spends too much money researching nonlethal methods 
























Table 7. Comparison of attitudes regarding current group influence versus the influence that groups should 
have on ADC practices. 
Influence Group 
Group Current Group Influence Should Have 
Ranching operations 4.42 4.11 
U.S. Congress 4.17 3.32 
U .S. Fish and Wildlife Service 4.07 3.24 
Farming operations 4.04 4.03 
Environmental groups 4.00 2.53 
The media 4.00 2.09 
Animal rights/welfare groups 3.98 2.06 
State wildlife agencies 3.91 3.64 
U.S. BLM 3.80 2.94 
U .S. Forest Service 3.78 3.05 
State agricultural agencies 3.73 3.82 
Airports 3.71 3.85 
Aquaculture operations 3.66 3.66 
ADC employees 3.51 4.43 
The general public 3.28 3.09 
Hunter /sportsmen group s 3. 13 3. 16 
Departments of Health 3.26 3.68 
Private homeowners 2.99 3.31 
University scientists 2.99 3.01 
Depts. of Transportation 2.61 2.80 
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Table 8. Differences in attitudes regarding the relative amount of influence that various groups have on 
ADC practices. 
Relative Percent of Respondents 1.2 
Level of 
Group Influence -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
Animal rights/ -1.93 18 23 23 16 17 3 <l <l <l 
welfare groups 
The media -1.91 17 21 24 17 17 2 <l <l <l 
Environmental -1.49 10 17 24 19 23 4 <l <l 
groups 
U.S. Bureau of Land -.85 3 8 18 23 41 5 2 <l 0 
Mgt. 
U.S. Congress -.85 3 7 21 23 39 5 3 <l <l 
U.S. Fish and -.84 3 8 19 23 40 5 3 0 0 
Wildlife Service 
U.S. Forest Service -.73 3 7 17 21 42 8 2 <I <I 
Ranching operations -.31 <l 3 12 15 53 10 5 <I <I 
State wildlife -.28 <l 2 10 21 50 12 4 <l <l 
agencies 
The general public -. 19 <l 4 11 18 44 13 7 3 <l 
University scientists .00 2 6 11 54 20 5 <l <l 
Aquaculture .01 <l <l 7 11 59 16 6 <I <l 
operations 
Farming operations .01 <l 7 12 58 16 6 <l 0 
Hunter/ sportsmen .03 <l <l 7 18 47 17 9 <l 
groups 
State agricultural .10 <l <l 4 16 54 18 5 2 <l 
agencies 
Airports . 15 <l <l 4 12 56 19 8 <l <l 
Depts. of . 19 <l <l 2 12 60 17 8 <l <l 
Transportation 
Private homeowners .33 <l <l 3 9 51 22 10 3 <l 
Departments of .42 <l <l 2 8 50 27 12 <l 
Health 
ADC employees .93 0 <l 3 43 21 21 7 3 
I Percentages are rounded to nearest 1 % and may not add to exactly 100%. 
2 -4,-3, etc. denote difference in response between current amount of influence and the amount of influence 
a group should have. If a respondent indicated a group currently had strong influence on ADC practices 
(5 on a 5-point scale) and should have no influence (1 on a 5-point scale), response here would be a -4. 
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Table 9. Characteristics of field, research, office, and management respondents. 
Field Research Office Management 
n=412 n=91 n=80 n=105 
Characteristic (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Gender 
- Female 6.9 13.5 83.3 3.8 
- Male 93.1 86.5 16.7 96.2 
College 
- Some grade school 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- Completed grade school 0.7 1.1 0.0 0.0 
- Some high school 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- Completed high school 30.7 1.1 13.8 2.9 
- Some college 35.0 4.4 52.5 14.3 
- Completed college 22.9 19.8 23.8 38.1 
- Some graduate school 4.6 18.7 1.3 19.0 
- Completed graduate school 3.9 59.9 8.8 25.7 
Childhood residence 
- Rural (farm) 38.7 16.5 17.3 27.2 
- Rural (non-farm) 15.8 7.7 10.7 10.7 
- Small town ( < 10,000) 27.1 20.9 20.0 29 . 1 
- City (up to 200,000) 10.6 25.3 25.3 13.6 
- Metro area ( > 200,000) 3.0 14.3 16.0 7.8 
- Suburb 4.8 15.4 10.7 11. 7 
Current residence 
- Rural (farm) 28.1 7.8 2.6 11. 7 
- Rural (non-farm) 28.6 17.8 15.6 17.5 
- Small town ( < 10,000) 23.0 8.9 13.0 23.3 
- City (up to 200,000) 12.4 21.1 29.9 21.4 
- Metro area ( > 200 ,000) 2.8 17.8 15.6 8.7 
- Suburb 5.1 26.7 23.4 17.5 
Employee type 
- State 20.9 0.0 1.3 2.9 
- Federal 72.0 97 .7 94.8 96.2 
- Cooperative 7.1 2.3 3.9 1.0 
Years of employment at ADC 
- Less than 1 year 11. 7 5.5 11.3 1.0 
- 1-5 years 34.9 37.4 38.8 6.7 
- 6-10 years 22.4 24.2 32.5 27.6 
- 10-15 years 12.7 8.8 8.8 15.2 
- 16-20 years 10.0 7.7 2.5 21.0 
- More than 20 years 8.3 16.5 6.3 28.6 
Other jobs with ADC 
- No 89.5 57.1 72.5 9.5 
- Yes 10.5 42.9 27.5 90.5 
Work in other states 
- No 79.6 44.4 89.9 28.6 
- Yes 20.4 55.6 10.1 71.4 
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Table IO. Characteristics of respondents based on time of service with ADC. 
< 5 yrs. 6-10 yrs. 10-15 yrs. 16-20 yrs. > 20 yrs. 
n=2 91 n=173 n= 90 n=74 n=88 
Characteristic (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Age (mean age in years) 36.8 42 . 1 45.4 48 . 1 53.5 
Gender 
- Female 20.5 19.5 13.3 6.8 5.9 
- Male 79.5 80.5 86.7 93.2 94.1 
College 
- Some grade school 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
- Completed grade school 0.3 0.0 1.1 1.4 1.1 
- Some high school 0.7 1. 7 2.2 2.7 1.1 
- Completed high school 17.9 18.6 24.4 28.4 19.3 
- Some college 27.5 31.4 36.7 31.1 27.3 
- Completed college 32.0 24.4 22.2 13.5 18.2 
- Some graduate school 7.9 7.6 5.6 10.8 11.4 
- Completed graduate school 13.7 16.3 7.8 12.2 21.6 
Childhood residence 
- Rural (farm) 28.3 32.3 31.0 40.5 35.3 
- Rural (non-farm) 13.8 9.0 18.4 10.8 14.1 
- Small town ( < 10,000) 24 .0 24.6 24.1 32.4 29.4 
- City (up to 200,000) 18.4 15.6 13.8 6.8 9.4 
- Metro area ( > 200,000) 7.1 7.8 5.7 5.4 5.9 
- Suburb 8.5 10.8 6.9 4 . 1 5.9 
Current residence 
- Rural (farm) 20.9 17.5 26.7 16.4 16. 1 
- Rural (non-farm ) 24.1 20.5 25.6 24.7 25.3 
- Small town ( < 10,000) 20 .6 18. l 18.6 26 .0 18.4 
- City (up to 200 ,000) 19.9 16.3 14.0 16.4 12.6 
- Metro area ( > 200,000) 6.4 8.4 9.3 8.2 8.0 
- Suburb 8.2 19.3 5.8 8.2 19.5 
Job type 
- Field 68.7 54.4 62 .7 56.9 40 .5 
- Research 14.0 13.0 9.6 9 .7 17.9 
- Office 14.4 15.4 8.4 2.8 6.0 
- Management 2.9 17.2 19.3 30.6 35 .7 
Employee type 
- State 12.1 10.7 18.0 15. 1 14.9 
- Federal 76.9 85.7 80.9 84.9 85. l 
- Cooperative 11.0 3.6 1.1 0.0 0.0 
Other jobs with ADC 
- No 87.2 69.9 62.2 52.7 43.7 
- Yes 12.8 30.1 37 .8 47.3 56 .3 
Work in other states 
- No 76.2 69.8 64.4 62.2 46.5 
- Yes 23.8 30.2 35 .6 37.8 53.5 
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Table 11. Associa tion of job type with attitudes toward wildlife. 
FLO RES OFF MGT 
Statement/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
I t!njoy being outdoors and watching wildlife . 
- strongly disagree 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
- disagree 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- neutral 2.5 2.2 6.6 0.0 
- agree 5.2 7.8 27.6 4.9 
- strongly agree 92.1 90.0 65.8 94.1 
Wildlife provides many benefits to people . 
- strongly disagree 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- disagree 0.7 0.0 3.9 2.0 
- neutral 5.0 2.2 18.4 1.0 
- agree 23.8 25.8 51.3 19.6 
- strongly agree 70.3 71.9 26.3 77.5 
I t!njoy studying animals to learn more about them. 
- strongly disagree 0.2 I. I 0.0 0.0 
- disagree 0.2 0.0 1.4 0.0 
- neutral 6.2 5.6 42.5 2.9 
- agree 17.5 21. l 38.4 32.4 
- strongly agree 75.9 72.2 17.8 64.7 
Wildlife should be conserved for future generations. 
- strongly disagree 0.5 0.0 1.3 0.0 
- disagree 1.0 1.1 1.3 0.0 
- neutral 6.9 5.6 13.2 4.9 
- agree 24.4 17.8 44.7 14.7 
- strongly agree 67.2 75.6 39.5 80.4 
Wild animals are objects of beauty. 
- strongly disagree 1.5 1.1 1.3 4.0 
- disagree 2.0 1.1 2.6 3.0 
- neutral 9.7 6.7 15.8 12.9 
- agree 25.6 31. l 26.3 20.8 
- strongly agree 61.2 60.0 53.9 59.4 
I t!njoy hunting. 
- strongly disagree 3.5 5.6 53.4 1.0 
- disagree 2.0 6.7 2.7 0.0 
- neutral 5.0 21.3 27.4 5.9 
- agree 10.8 18.0 12.3 12.9 
- strongly agree 78.6 48.3 4.1 80.2 
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Table 11. Association of job type with attitudes toward wildlife (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Statement/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
My love for wildlife is one of my strongest feelings. 
- strongly disagree 3.0 2.2 11. 7 1.0 
- disagree 4.4 4.4 9.1 4.9 
- neutral 15.1 18.9 55.8 24.5 
- agree 24.7 31.1 16.9 26.5 
- strongly agree 52.8 43.3 6.5 43.1 
I like working outdoors because I feel like part of 
nature. 
- strongly disagree 1. 7 2.2 5.8 2.9 
- disagree 3.0 3.3 1.4 4.9 
- neutral 17.8 31.1 59.4 28.4 
- agree 30.1 32.2 23.2 38.2 
- strongly agree 47.4 31.1 10.1 25.5 
People have an ethical obligation to protect wildlife. 
- strongly disagree 2.5 2.2 3.9 1.0 
- disagree 5.2 5.6 6.5 9.1 
- neutral 24.1 17.8 28.6 17.2 
- agree 31.3 36.7 39.0 37.4 
- strongly agree 36.9 37.8 22.1 35.4 
Greater protection should be given to wildlife habitat. 
- strongly disagree 3.7 0.0 6.7 0.0 
- disagree 7.1 2.2 9.3 4.0 
- neutral 28.6 I I. I 29.3 20.0 
- agree 26 . 1 31.1 30.7 37.0 
- strongly agree 34.5 55.6 24.0 39.0 
Observing wildlife for recreation strikes me as a waste 
of time. 
- strongly disagree 69.l 78.4 63.2 76.5 
- disagree 14.6 17.0 21.1 13.7 
- neutral 11.1 3.4 11.8 6.9 
- agree 3.0 1.1 3.9 2.0 
- strongly agree 2.2 0.0 0.0 1.0 
I dislike pets. 
- strongly disagree 75.1 72.2 69.7 65.7 
- disagree 14.7 12.2 13.2 17.6 
- neutral 5.7 12.2 10.5 9.8 
- agree 2.7 2.2 3.9 3.9 
- strongly agree 1.7 1.1 2.6 2.9 
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Table 11. Association of job type with attitudes toward wildlife (cont'd.) . 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Statement/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Wildlife often interferes with peoples ' interests . 
- strongly disagree 11.8 4.5 7.9 4.9 
- disagree 9.6 18.0 25 .0 4.9 
- neutral 22.7 34.8 32.9 14.7 
- agree 22.9 23 .6 21.1 33.3 
- strongly agree 33.0 19. l 13.2 42.2 
Love and emotions should be felt about other people , not 
wild animals . 
- strongly disagr ee 28.6 18.9 32.5 20.6 
- disagree 14.8 24.4 16.9 17.6 
- neutral 24.4 25.6 23.4 22.5 
- agree 15. 1 13.3 13.0 2 1.6 
- strongly agree 17.0 17.8 14.3 17.6 
I dislike seeing wildli fe at zoos. 
- strongly disagree 19.8 26.7 28.6 22. 5 
- disagree 13.1 13.3 16.9 18.6 
- neutral 47.5 42 .2 41.6 37.3 
- agree 9.7 10.0 10.4 13. 7 
- strongly agree 9.9 7 .8 2.6 7.8 
FLD , RES, OFF , MGT : Field, Research , Office, and Management Employees 
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Table 12. Association of time of service with attitudes toward wildlife. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Statement/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
I enjoy being outdoors and watching wildlife. 
- strongly disagree 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 
- disagree 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 
- neutral 2.5 3.5 3.3 1.4 2.4 
- agree 9.2 9.4 5.6 5.6 6.0 
- strongly agree 88.4 87.1 91.1 90.3 91.6 
Wildlife provides many benefits to people. 
- strongly disagree 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 
- disagree 0.4 1.2 1.1 1.4 3.7 
- neutral 7.1 5.8 3.4 4.2 2.4 
- agree 26.2 30.8 23.6 25.0 24.4 
- strongly agree 66.0 62.2 71.9 69.4 68.3 
I enjoy studying animals to learn more about them. 
- strongly disagree 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- disagree 0.4 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 
- neutral 9.6 12.9 6.7 5.6 12.2 
- agree 22.3 25.3 18.9 25.0 17. l 
- strongly agree 67.0 61.8 73.3 69.4 70.7 
Wildlife should be conserved for future generations . 
- strongly disagree 0.4 0.6 0.0 1.4 1.2 
- disagree 1.4 0.0 1.1 2.8 0.0 
- neutral 7.4 5.8 6.7 8.5 10.8 
- agree 20.8 32.2 18.9 22.5 25.3 
- strongly agree 70.1 61.4 73.3 64.8 62.7 
Wild animals are objects of beauty . 
- strongly disagree 0.7 1.8 I. l 1.4 7.4 
- disagree 1.4 4.1 I. l 1.4 1.2 
- neutral 10.2 12.9 5.6 11.3 11. l 
- agree 28.3 24.0 24 .7 29.6 18.5 
- strongly agree 59.4 57.3 67.4 56.3 61.7 
I enjoy hunting. 
- strongly disagree 11.2 11.9 4.4 1.4 7.5 
- disagree 2.9 2.4 1.1 1.4 2.5 
- neutral 9.8 12.5 8.9 8.5 10.0 
- agree 13.0 10. l 14.4 7.0 16.3 
- strongly agree 63.0 63. l 71.1 81. 7 63.8 
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Table 12. Association of time of service with attitudes toward wildlife (cont'd.). 
1 2 3 4 5 
Stateme nt/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
My love for wildlife is one of my strongest feelings. 
- strongly disagree 4.6 5.2 1.1 4.2 0.0 
- disagree 5.3 4.7 4.4 6.9 2.4 
- neutral 20.8 25.0 20.0 15.3 27.7 
- agree 24.4 25.0 26.7 20.8 27.7 
- strongly agree 44.9 40.1 47.8 52.8 42.2 
I like working outdoors because I feel like part of 
nature. 
- strongly disagree 1.4 4.1 4.5 1.4 2.4 
- disagree 2.9 3.5 0.0 9.7 1.2 
- neutral 21.6 28.8 22.5 22.2 35.4 
- agree 33.8 28.2 31.5 33.3 26.8 
- strongly agree 40.3 35.3 41.6 33.3 34. 1 
People have an ethical obligation to protect wildlife. 
- strongly disagree 1.8 4.1 1. 1 2.9 2.4 
- disagree 6 .3 3.5 4.4 5.7 9 .6 
- neutral 23.2 21.6 27.8 18.6 22.9 
- agree 31.0 41.5 32.2 32.9 30. 1 
- strongly agree 37.7 29.2 34.4 40.0 34.9 
Greater protection should be given to wildlife habitat. 
- strongly disagree 4.2 1.8 2.2 4.2 1.2 
- disagree 4.9 8.2 3.3 8.5 7.2 
- neutral 18.7 25.9 30.0 33.8 30.1 
- agree 27.9 31.2 30.0 25.4 30.1 
- strongly agree 44.2 32.9 34.4 28.2 31.3 
Wildlife often interferes with peoples' interests . 
- strongly disagree 15.5 6.4 4.4 5.6 3.7 
- disagree 15.9 15.7 5.6 5.6 3.7 
- neutral 22.3 25.6 28.9 26.4 24.4 
- agree 22.6 25.6 20.0 25.0 29.3 
- strongly agree 23.7 26.7 41. l 37.5 39.0 
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Table 12. Association of time of service with attitudes toward wildlife (cont'd .). 
I 2 3 4 5 
Statement/Res ponse (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Love and emotions should be felt about other people, 
not wild animals . 
- strongly disagree 31.4 24.4 23.3 20.8 26.5 
- disagree 16.6 18.6 15.6 15.3 14.5 
- neutral 24.7 23.8 24.4 20.8 26.5 
- agree 13.4 15.1 21.1 18. 1 14.5 
- strongly agree 13.8 18.0 15.6 25 .0 18. 1 
I dislike seeing wildlife at zoos. 
- strongly disagree 22.5 26.3 17.8 16.9 24.4 
- disagree 14.4 14.6 12.2 15.5 14.6 
- neutral 43.0 39.8 56.7 43.7 43.9 
- agree 12.0 8.2 8.9 9.9 11.0 
- strongly agree 8. 1 11.1 4.4 14.1 6.1 
Observing wildlife for recreation strikes me as a 
waste of time . 
- strongly disagree 71.3 69.6 75 .6 62.5 68.3 
- disagree 17.0 17.0 14.4 13.9 11.0 
- neutral 8.9 9.9 7.8 13.9 11.0 
- agree 2.1 1.8 0.0 4 .2 8.5 
- strongly agree 0.7 1.8 2.2 5.6 1.2 
I dislike pets. 
- strongly disagree 70.9 78.8 65 .6 73.2 75.6 
- disagree 17.7 11.8 14.4 14. 1 9.8 
- neutral 7.4 5.3 13.3 8.5 6. 1 
- agree 2.5 3.5 3.3 2. 8 3.7 
- strongly agree 1.4 0.6 3.3 1.4 4.9 
I = Less than 5 years, 2= 6- 10 years, 3= 10-15 years, 4 = 16-20 years , 5 = More than 20 years 
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Table 13. Association of job type with perceived importance to ADC of 4 goals in the ADC mission 
statement. 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Goal/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Protecting America's agricultural resources. 
- not important 0.0 1.1 1.3 1.0 
- less important 1.8 2.3 0.0 1.9 
- neutral 5.5 3.4 5.1 4.9 
- important 15.0 17.2 10.1 7.8 
- very important 77 .8 75.9 83.5 84 .5 
Protecting America's industrial resources. 
- not important 0.5 2.3 2.6 1.0 
- less important 4.5 13.8 3.8 8.0 
- neutral 20.5 25.3 15.4 20.0 
- important 25.3 27.6 26.9 22.0 
- very important 49.2 31.0 51.3 49.0 
Protecting America's natural resources. 
- not important 0.3 2.3 1.3 2.9 
- less important 2.3 8.0 3.8 2.9 
- neutral 11.5 23.0 8.9 13.7 
- important 18.3 29 .9 15.2 18.6 
- very important 67 .7 36.8 70.9 61.8 
Safeguarding public safety. 
- not important 0.0 2.3 1.3 1.0 
- less important 0.3 2.3 1.3 2.9 
- neutral 6 .3 12.6 8.9 1.9 
- important 16.5 29.9 12.7 11. 7 
- very important 77.0 52.9 75.9 82.5 
FLO, RES, OFF, MGT: Field, Research, Office, and Management Employees 
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Table 14. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding 4 goals in the ADC mission 
stat~ment. 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Goal/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Protecting America ' s agricultural resources. 
- not important 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 
- less important 1.0 2.3 0.0 1.0 
- neutral 3.0 17.0 5.0 1.0 
- important 13.7 21.6 23.8 10.7 
- very important 82.3 59.1 71.3 82.5 
Protecting America's industrial resources. 
- not important 2.3 4.5 2.5 2.0 
- less important 8.8 13.6 3.8 2.9 
- neutral 19.7 37 .5 21.5 12.7 
- important 21.5 20.5 29.1 24.5 
- very important 47 .7 23.9 43.0 57.8 
Protecting America 's natural resources . 
- not important 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.0 
- less important 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- neutral 5.5 5.7 7.5 8.7 
- important 13.8 20 .5 18.8 18.4 
- very important 80.0 73.9 73.8 71.8 
Safeguarding public safety. 
- not important 0.2 0.0 0.0 1.0 
- less important 0 .7 1. I 0 .0 0 .0 
- neutral 2.2 9.1 7.5 1.0 
- important 15.7 23.9 10.0 7.8 
- very important 81.0 65.9 82.5 90.3 
FLD, RES , OFF, MGT: Field, Research, Office, and Management Employees 
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Table 15. Association of time of service with attitudes regarding the perceived importance to ADC of 4 
goals in the ADC mission statement. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Goal/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Protecting America's agricultural resources. 
- not important 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 2.3 
- less important 0.7 1.2 1.1 2.7 4.7 
- neutral 5.1 3.5 10.2 5.5 3.5 
- important 15.9 13.5 11.4 8.2 11.6 
- very important 78.0 81.3 77.3 83.6 77.9 
Protecting America's industrial resources. 
- not important 1.1 1.2 1.1 0.0 3.5 
- less important 5.1 6.6 4.5 5.5 9.4 
- neutral 18.6 18.0 23.9 26.0 25.9 
- important 27.0 26.9 19.3 20.5 24.7 
- very important 48.2 47.3 51.1 47.9 36.5 
Protecting America 's natural resources. 
- not important 1.1 1.2 0.0 0.0 4.7 
- less important 3.6 1.8 4.5 2.7 3.5 
- neutral 10.5 15.3 10.2 17.8 12.9 
- important 21.7 15.9 18.2 20.5 21.2 
- very important 63.2 65.9 67.0 58.9 57.6 
Safeguarding public safety. 
- not important 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 3.5 
- less important 0.0 1.2 0 .0 2.7 3.5 
- neutral 7.2 5.8 6.8 8.2 4.7 
- important 17.3 16.4 20.5 8.2 22. l 
- very important 75.1 76.0 72.7 80.8 66.3 
1 = Less than 5 years, 2 = 6-10 years, 3 = 10-15 years, 4 = 16-20 years, 5 = More than 20 years 
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Table 16. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding 4 goals in the ADC mission 
statement. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Goal/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Protecting America's agricultural resources. 
- not important 0.4 0 .0 0.0 0.0 1.1 
- less important 1.1 0.6 0.0 2.7 I. I 
- neutral 6.8 5.8 2.2 1.4 2.3 
- important 19.0 14.6 11.2 5.5 18.4 
- very important 72.8 78.9 86.5 90.4 77.0 
Protecting America 's industrial resources. 
- not important 3.6 2.4 2.2 0.0 2.3 
- Jess important 8.7 7.8 3.4 9 .7 10.3 
- neutral 22.1 22 .2 25.8 15.3 20.7 
- important 26.1 22.2 16.9 20.8 18.4 
- very important 39.5 45.5 51.7 54.2 48.3 
Protecting America 's natural resources. 
- not important 0 .4 0.0 1.1 1.4 0 .0 
- Jess important 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 
- neutral 2.5 6.5 4.5 12.5 13.8 
- important 15.8 17.1 13.5 18.1 17.2 
- very important 81.4 76.5 80.9 68.1 67.8 
Safeguarding public safety. 
- not important 0.4 0.6 0.0 0 .0 0.0 
- less important 0.7 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 
- neutral 2.5 4 .7 2.2 2.7 8.0 
- important 16.9 14.0 12.4 9.6 17.2 
- very important 79.5 80.7 85,4 84.9 74.7 
1 = Less than 5 years, 2= 6-10 years, 3= 10-15 years, 4 = 16-20 years, 5 = More than 20 years 
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Table 17. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes on employment with the ADC program. 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Statement/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
ADC provides an important service. 
- strongly disagree 0.3 1.1 1.3 0.0 
- disagree 1.0 2.2 1.3 0.0 
- neutral 3.5 5.6 5.1 2.9 
- agree 14.6 27.0 27.8 8.7 
- strongly agree 80.6 64.0 64.6 88.3 
I feel a sense of pride in working for ADC. 
- strongly disagree 1.0 3.3 2.5 1.9 
- disagree 2.5 4.4 2.5 3.8 
- neutral 7.9 15.6 17.5 11.4 
- agree 25.7 38.9 33.8 23.8 
- strongly agree 62.9 37.8 43 .8 59 .0 
My current job with ADC is satisfying. 
- strongly disagree 3.0 2.2 6.3 1.0 
- disagree 4.0 6.7 5. 1 3.8 
- neutral 11.4 10.0 16.5 12.5 
- agree 27.5 38.9 26.6 39.4 
- strongly agree 54. l 42.2 45.6 43.3 
If I started over , I would choose to work for 
someone other than ADC . 
- strongly disagree 47.1 26.7 41.8 40.2 
- disagree 17.0 23.3 17.7 33.3 
- neutral 20.1 32.2 21.5 10.8 
- agree 9.0 7.8 13.9 10.8 
- strongly agree 6.8 10.0 5.1 4 .9 
Generally speaking, being employed by the ADC 
program is not satisfying. 
- strongly disagree 59.7 45.6 55.0 57 .3 
- disagree 22.9 33.3 21.3 26.2 
- neutral 8.5 12.2 16.3 9.7 
- agree 4.7 5.6 3.8 3.9 
- strongly agree 4.2 3.3 3.8 2.9 
FLD, RES, OFF , MGT : Field, Research, Office, and Management Employees 
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Table 18. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes on employment with ADC. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Statement/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
ADC provides an important service. 
- strongly disagree 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
- disagree 2.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- neutral 5.4 4. 1 3.4 1.4 1.2 
- agree 18.3 21.2 13.5 13.7 11.9 
- strongly agree 73.7 73.5 83. 1 84.9 83.3 
I feel a sense of pride in working for ADC. 
- strongly disagree 2.1 I. 7 1.1 0.0 2.3 
- disagree 3.2 2.9 2.2 4.1 2.3 
- neutral 12.4 10.5 12.2 4.1 11.5 
- agree 29.1 31.4 20.0 26.0 25.3 
- strongly agree 53.2 53.5 64.4 65.8 58.6 
My current job with ADC is satisfying. 
- strongly disagree 3.9 3.5 2.2 1.4 2.3 
- disagree 5.3 1.2 7.8 5.4 3.5 
- neutral 13.5 12.3 7.8 10.8 11.6 
- agree 27.8 35.7 30.0 33.8 31.4 
- strongly agree 49.5 47.4 52.2 48.6 51.2 
If I started over, I would choose to work 
for someone other than ADC . 
- strongly disagree 38.5 42.7 46.7 45.2 45.2 
- disagree 19.8 24.0 13.3 27.4 15.5 
- neutral 26.3 15.8 21.1 12.3 19.0 
- agree 8.3 9.9 11. l 8.2 14.3 
- strongly agree 7.2 7.6 7.8 6.8 6 .0 
Generally speaking, being employed by the 
ADC program is not satisfying. 
- strongly disagree 55.4 54 .7 54.4 58.1 62.4 
- disagree 26.8 25.0 23.3 24.3 20 .0 
- neutral 9.3 10.5 11. l 8.1 12.9 
- agree 4.3 5.8 8.9 5.4 0.0 
- strongly agree 4.3 4.1 2.2 4.1 4.7 
l = Less than 5 years, 2 = 6-10 years, 3 = 10-15 years, 4= 16-20 years, 5 = More than 20 years 
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Table 19. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the amount of influence factors 
should have on selection of wildlife damage management methods. 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Factor/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Cost 
- no influence 2.0 1.1 2.6 1.9 
- less influence 5.7 3.3 3 .9 4.8 
- neutral 37.6 35.6 55.3 35.6 
- strong influence 27.1 41.1 25.0 34.6 
- very strong influence 26.6 18.9 13.2 23. l 
Environmental Impacts 
- no influence 0.7 0 .0 0 .0 1.9 
- less influence 4.0 0.0 5 .3 1.9 
- neutral 19.5 8.9 17.3 11.4 
- strong influence 33.4 40 .0 28.0 43.8 
- very strong influence 42.4 51.1 49.3 41.0 
Human Safety 
- no influence 0 .0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
- less influence 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- neutral 4.0 1.1 7 .9 1.0 
- strong influence 16.8 24.4 10.5 10.6 
- very strong influence 78 .3 74.4 81.6 87.5 
Animal Suffering 
- no influence 3.3 3.4 0.0 2.9 
- less influence 6.0 3.4 5.3 7.6 
- neutral 25.1 27.3 24.0 31.4 
- strong influence 25.9 34. l 25.3 35.2 
- very strong influence 39.7 31.8 45.3 22.9 
Severity of Wildlife Damage Problem 
- no influence 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 
- less influence 0.8 2.2 1.3 1.0 
- neutral 7.5 8.9 6.6 14.3 
- strong influence 32.0 42.2 35.5 36.2 
- very strong influence 58.8 46.7 56.6 46.7 
Ability to Target Specific Animals 
- no influence 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.9 
- less influence 1.2 1.1 0.0 2.9 
- neutral 10.0 11.1 8.0 10.7 
- strong influence 31.2 33.3 44.0 37.9 
- very strong influence 57.6 54.4 46.7 46.6 
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Table 19. Association of job type with respondents ' attitudes regarding the amount of influence factors 
should have on selection of wildlife damage management methods (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Factor/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Public Opinion 
- no influence 10.5 3.3 9.3 5.9 
- less influence 16.5 15.6 13.3 14.7 
- neutral 33.3 50.0 46.7 48.0 
- strong influence 20.1 21.1 25.3 22.5 
- very strong influence 19.5 10.0 5.3 8.8 
Effectiveness 
- no influence 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 
- less influence 0.5 0.0 1.3 0.0 
- neutral 0.7 l.l 2.6 l. 9 
- strong influence 22.3 32.2 31.6 16.3 
- very strong influence 76.5 66.7 63.2 81.7 
FLD, RES, OFF, MGT: Field, Research, Office, and Management Employees 
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Table 20. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding the amount of influence 
factors shou ld have on selection of wildlife damage management methods. 
l 2 3 4 5 
Factor/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Cost 
- no influence I. I 2.4 4.4 2 .7 1.1 
- less influence 4.3 5.4 5.6 6.8 6.9 
- neutral 40.9 37.5 38.9 32.4 41.4 
- strong influence 33.7 30.4 28.9 16.2 32.2 
- very strong influence 20 . 1 24.4 22.2 41.9 18.4 
Environmental Impacts 
- no influence 0.4 0 .6 0.0 4.1 1.1 
- less influence 2.5 2.4 1.1 5.4 6.9 
- neutral 12.9 17.4 15.7 21.6 20.7 
- strong influence 31.8 34.7 40.4 36.5 37.9 
- very strong influence 52.5 44.9 42.7 32.4 33.3 
Human Safety 
- no influence 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- less influence 0.4 0.0 0.0 2.7 1.2 
- neutral 4.7 1.8 2.3 2.7 5.8 
- strong influence 17.2 17.8 8.0 14.9 16.3 
- very strong influence 77.8 79 .9 89.8 79.7 76.7 
Animal Suffering 
- no influence 2.6 3.6 2.3 2.7 3.4 
- less influence 4.0 5.3 6.8 5.4 10.3 
- neutral 21.9 29.0 22.7 36.5 28.7 
- strong influence 31.0 26.0 33.0 21.6 26.4 
- very strong influence 40.5 36.1 35 .2 33 .8 31.0 
Severity of Wildlife Damage Problem 
- no influence 0.0 0 .6 2.2 2.7 1.2 
- less influence 0.7 1.2 2.2 0 .0 1.2 
- neutral 8.2 6.5 10.1 20.3 5.8 
- strong influence 37.6 34 .3 31.5 27.0 30.2 
- very strong influence 53.4 57.4 53.9 50 .0 61.6 
Ability to Target Specific Animal s 
- no influence 0.0 0.6 0.0 1.4 2.3 
- less influence 1.4 1.2 0.0 2.7 1.1 
- neutral 10.9 8.2 11.4 10.8 10.3 
- strong influence 34.l 37 .6 36.4 31.1 25.3 
- very strong influence 53.6 52.4 52.3 54. l 60.9 
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Table 20. Association of time of service type with respondents ' attitudes regarding the amount of influence 
factors should have on selection of wildlife damage management methods (cont 'd.). 
1 2 3 4 5 
Factor/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Public Opinion 
- no influence 8.3 8.3 8.0 10.8 8.2 
- less influence 16.2 17.9 18.2 10.8 14.1 
- neutral 39.0 35.1 38.6 40.5 44.7 
- strong influence 19.5 26.8 22.7 20.3 16.5 
- very strong influence 17.0 11.9 12.5 17.6 16.5 
Effectiveness 
- no influence 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 
- less influence 0.4 0.6 0 .0 0.0 1.1 
- neutral 1.4 1.2 0 .0 2.7 2. 3 
- strong influence 28.0 21.8 20.0 20.3 17.2 
- very strong influence 70.3 76.5 80.0 77.0 78.2 
I= Less than 5 years, 2= 6-10 years, 3= 10-15 years , 4 = 16-20 years, 5 = More than 20 years 
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Table 21. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the effectiveness of wildlife damage 
management methods. 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Aerial shooting 
- not effective 0.8 2.6 0.0 1.0 
- Jess effective 2.4 7.7 1.8 2.9 
- neutral 14.4 29.5 28.1 11. 7 
- effective 24.l 29.5 26.3 32.0 
- very effective 58.3 30.8 43 .9 52.4 
Poisoned baits for rodents 
- not effective 0.3 0.0 1.9 0.0 
- Jess effective 2.7 0.0 1.9 1.0 
- neutral 13.6 14.0 29.6 10.6 
- effective 36.6 50.0 31.5 44.2 
- very effective 46.8 36.0 35.2 44.2 
M44s 
- not effective 0.3 1.2 0.0 1.9 
- Jess effective 3.3 3.7 0.0 2.9 
- neutral 13. l 24.7 26.4 16.3 
- effective 27.2 49.4 30.2 43.3 
- very effective 56.l 21.0 43.4 35.6 
Leghold traps 
- not effective 0.5 2.3 I. 7 0.0 
- Jess effective 2.6 7.0 I. 7 2.9 
- neutral 10.7 22.I 32.8 13.5 
- effective 31.4 51.2 44.8 45.2 
- very effective 54.8 17.4 19.0 38.5 
Neck snares 
- not effective 0.3 3.7 0.0 0.0 
- less effective 2.4 11.0 3.8 1.9 
- neutral 13. l 34. l 41.5 17. l 
- effective 29.8 32.9 37.7 46.7 
- very effective 54.5 18.3 17.0 34.3 
Fumigation 
- not effective 1.4 0.0 3.9 1.0 
- Jess effective 3.6 2.4 2.0 2.9 
- neutral 18.6 23.2 31.4 24.0 
- effective 29.5 48.8 21.6 36.5 
- very effective 47.0 25.6 41.2 35.6 
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Table 21. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the effectiveness of wildlife damage 
management methods (cont'd.) . 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Poisoned baits for birds 
- not effective 0.8 0.0 l.9 1.0 
- less effective 4.1 8.1 3.7 2.9 
- neutral 21.5 22.1 37.0 16.3 
- effective 33.7 44.2 24.1 45.2 
- very effective 39.9 25.6 33.3 34.6 
Calling and shooting 
- not effective 0.3 1.2 0 .0 0 .0 
- less effective 4 .0 7.3 3.5 6.7 
- neutral 24.0 43.9 28. l 32.7 
- effective 35.4 34. 1 40.4 40.4 
- very effective 36.4 13.4 28.1 20.2 
Foot snares 
- not effective 1.9 2.4 3.8 0 .0 
- less effective 7.8 8.3 3.8 7.8 
- neutral 27.8 50.0 39.6 30. l 
- effective 31.1 31.0 37.7 42.7 
- very effective 31.4 8.3 15. l 19.4 
Cage traps 9.5 5.7 0 .0 5.8 
- not effective 14.9 12.6 3.4 17.3 
- less effective 29.6 39. l 37 .3 35 .6 
- neutral 17.8 27.6 42.4 29.8 
- effective 28. l 14.9 16.9 11.5 
- very effective 
Human guards /livestock herder s 
- not effective 7.6 2.5 7.8 5.0 
- less effective 17.4 10.0 13.7 12.9 
- neutral 39.0 40.0 37.3 43.6 
- effective 24.8 40 .0 31.4 26 .7 
- very effective 11.2 7.5 9 .8 11.9 
Physical exclusion 
- not effective 11.5 2.3 3.7 2. 9 
- less effective 22.3 18.6 25.9 15.5 
- neutral 34 .8 23.3 35.2 35.9 
- effective 18.3 31.4 13.0 26.2 
- very effective 13.1 24.4 22.2 19.4 
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Table 21. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the effectiveness of wildlife damage 
management methods (cont'd .). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Guard dogs /animals 
- not effective 11.8 2.4 1. 9 4.9 
- less effective 25.4 8.2 9.6 25.5 
- neutral 40.1 51.8 57 .7 51.0 
- effective 15.5 35.3 23.1 16.7 
- very effective 7 .2 2.4 7.7 2.0 
Adjusting planting and grazing schedules 
- not effective 12.8 3.5 15.4 11.4 
- less effective 20.3 18.6 26.9 21.0 
- neutral 44.4 41.9 36.5 46 .7 
- effective 15.0 31.4 17.3 14.3 
- very effective 7.5 4.7 3.8 6 .7 
Scare devices 
- not effective 19.2 10.3 5.3 5.7 
- less effective 29.5 33.3 15.8 23.8 
- neutral 34.4 41.4 50 .9 46.7 
- effective 9.2 11.5 17.5 18. 1 
- very effective 7.7 3.4 10.5 5 .7 
Chemical repellent s 
- not effective 20.4 6.9 3.7 16.5 
- less effective 28.5 21.8 7.4 28.2 
- neutral 36.2 46.0 44.4 38.8 
- effective 11.6 19.5 31.5 13.6 
- very effective 3.3 5.7 13.0 2.9 
Trapping and relocating 
- not effective 30 .6 18.8 23.2 29.8 
- less effective 25.6 34.1 21.4 30.8 
- neutral 24.4 28.2 30 .4 23.1 
- effective 8.8 16.5 12. 5 13.5 
- very effective 10.6 2.4 12.5 2.9 
Biocontrol 
- not effective 31.1 19.2 22.9 34 .4 
- less effective 22.6 34.6 12.5 32 .3 
- neutral 29.6 28.2 50.0 26.0 
- effective 10. 1 15.4 10.4 3.1 
- very effective 6.7 2.6 4.2 4 .2 
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Table 21. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the effectiveness of wildlife damage 
management methods (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Fertility control 
- not effective 43 .7 28.0 13.5 48 .5 
- less effective 25.1 31.7 15.4 33.7 
- neutral 18.0 23 .2 30.8 14.9 
- effective 7.4 12.2 19.2 1.0 
- very effective 5.9 4.9 21.2 2.0 
FLD, RES , OFF , MGT : Field, Research , Office, and Management Employees 
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Table 22. Association of time of service with respondents ' attitude s regarding the effectivenes s of wildlife 
damage management methods . 
1 2 3 4 5 
Method/Res ponse (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Aerial shooting 
- not effect ive 0.9 1.3 0.0 0.0 2.4 
- less effective 3.4 5. 1 1.2 4.3 1.2 
- neutral 22 .7 12.0 12.9 12.9 17.9 
- effective 28.8 22.8 29.4 21.4 26.2 
- very effective 44.2 58.9 56 .5 61.4 52.4 
Poisoned baits for rodents 
- not effective 0.4 0 .6 0.0 0.0 1.2 
- less effective 2.8 1.3 2 .4 0.0 1.2 
- neutral 15.1 18.7 9 .6 16.2 7. 1 
- effective 39.8 34 .2 42 .2 42 .6 38. l 
- very effective 41.8 45 .2 45.8 41.2 52.4 
M44s 
- not effective 0.4 0 .6 0.0 1.4 2.4 
- less effective l. 7 4.5 1.2 1.4 6.0 
- neutral 19.5 11.5 16.3 12.7 20.5 
- effective 28 .6 32 .7 37.2 38.0 34.9 
- very effective 49 .8 50.6 45.3 46 .5 36. 1 
Leghold traps 
- not effective 1.2 0 .6 0 .0 0.0 1.2 
- less effectiv e 2.3 3.7 2.3 0 .0 9.5 
- neutral 15.0 13.6 15. l 9 .9 19.0 
- effective 36.2 37 .0 41.9 40.8 34 .5 
- very effective 45.4 45.1 40 .7 49.3 35.7 
Neck snares 
- not effective 0.4 1.3 0 .0 0 .0 1.2 
- less effectiv e 3.2 4 .4 2.3 1.4 4.9 
- neutral 20.6 15.6 12.8 17. l 25 .9 
- effective 32.8 30.6 39.5 37 . 1 34.6 
- very effective 42 .9 48 . l 45.3 44 .3 33.3 
Fumigation 
- not effective 1.3 0.0 2.3 0.0 2.4 
- less effective 3.4 2 .6 3.5 1.5 3.7 
- neutral 23.9 23 . 1 14.0 16.2 20.7 
- effective 30.8 33.3 36.0 32.4 32.9 
- very effective 40.6 41.0 44.2 50.0 40.2 
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Table 22. Association of time of service with respond ents' attitudes regarding the effectiveness of wildlife 
damage management methods (cont'd.). 
1 2 3 4 5 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Poisoned baits for birds 
- not effective 0.8 1.3 0.0 1.4 1.2 
- less effective 5.4 3.8 0.0 1.4 8.4 
- neutral 22.3 22.6 16.0 28.6 18. 1 
- effective 36.4 29.6 42.0 38.6 36. 1 
- very effective 35.1 42.8 42.0 30.0 36. 1 
Calling and shooting 
- not effective 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 2.4 
- less effective 4.1 5.0 1.2 4.2 9.6 
- neutral 26.4 29.6 24.7 36.6 30.1 
- effective 41.1 32.7 44 .7 29.6 28.9 
- very effective 28.5 32.7 29.4 29.6 28.9 
Foot snares 
- not effective 2.5 1.9 1.2 0.0 3.7 
- less effective 7. 1 7.7 3.5 2.9 16.0 
- neutral 33.9 26.3 33 .7 32.9 32.1 
- effective 33.5 36.5 40 .7 28.6 29.6 
- very effective 23.0 27.6 20.9 35.7 18.5 
Cage traps 
- not effective 4 .2 5.5 15.5 7.0 14.5 
- less effective 11.2 14.6 11.9 9.9 22.9 
- neutral 35.5 30.5 31.0 40.8 22. 9 
- effective 24.3 25.6 26.2 15.5 22.9 
- very effective 24.7 23.8 15.5 26.8 16.9 
Human guards/livestock herders 
- not effective 5.5 7.2 6.0 2.9 11.0 
- less effective 12.3 13.8 25.0 14.7 17 . 1 
- neutral 34.7 44.7 39.3 48 .5 35.4 
- effective 33.5 25.7 17.9 23 .5 26.8 
- very effective 14.0 8.6 11.9 10.3 9.8 
Physi cal exclusion 
- not effective 9. 1 5.0 11.8 4.3 9.9 
- less effective 17.3 21.4 27.1 21.7 22.2 
- neutral 31.1 36.5 28.2 43.5 32.1 
- effective 23.6 20.1 17.6 18.8 18.5 
- very effective 18.9 17.0 15.3 11.6 17.3 
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Table 22. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding the effectiveness of wildlife 
damage management methods (cont'd .) . 
1 2 3 4 5 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Guard dogs /animals 
- not effective 5.8 7.0 11.6 11.6 11.9 
- less effective 12. 1 22.3 25.6 27.5 35.7 
- neutral 45.8 45.9 47.7 49.3 35.7 
- effective 25.4 19.7 14.0 7.2 15.5 
- very effective 10.8 5.1 1.2 4 .3 l.2 
Adjusting planting and grazing schedules 
- not effective 10.2 7.6 20.0 4.3 18.3 
- less effective 14.2 21.0 28.2 25.7 28.0 
- neutral 44.3 48.4 34. l 55 .7 32.9 
- effective 21.5 17.2 11.8 10.0 18.3 
- very effective 9.8 5.7 5.9 4.3 2.4 
Scare devices 
- not effective 12.5 14.0 15.3 18.3 17.6 
- less effective 27.3 28.0 25.9 29.6 29.4 
- neutral 39.8 37.2 38.8 40.8 37.6 
- effective 13.3 11.6 10.6 8.5 11.8 
- very effective 7.0 9. 1 9.4 2.8 3.5 
Chemical repellents 
- not effective 8.3 12.3 22.6 27.5 30.5 
- less effective 22.1 24.7 32.1 31.9 23.2 
- neutral 42.5 42.2 35.7 31.9 34. l 
- effective 20.0 17.5 7.1 5.8 9.8 
- very effective 7.1 3.2 2.4 2.9 2.4 
Trapping and relocating 
- not effective 22.2 24.5 36.9 38.0 37.3 
- less effective 24.5 28.3 26.2 31.0 30. l 
- neutral 26.8 27.7 25.0 23.9 19.3 
- effective 13.2 12.6 6.0 5.6 9.6 
- very effective 13.2 6.9 6.0 l.4 3.6 
Biocontrol 
- not effective 20.3 32.4 30.7 37.5 39.7 
- less effective 22.1 24.6 30.7 25.0 26.0 
- neutral 38.2 28.9 22.7 26.6 23.3 
- effective 12.0 9.2 12.0 4.7 8.2 
- very effective 7.4 4.9 4.0 6.3 2.7 
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Table 22. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding the effectiveness of wildlife 
damage management methods (cont'd.). 
1 2 3 4 5 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Fertility control 
- not effective 29.7 39.0 43.6 57.6 51.3 
- less effective 24.0 28.1 37.2 19.7 25.0 
- neutral 24.5 17. l 12.8 19.7 14.5 
- effective 10.5 11.0 6.4 0.0 5.3 
- very effective 11.4 4.8 0.0 3.0 3.9 
I= Less than 5 years, 2= 6-10 years, 3 = 10-15 years, 4= 16-20 years, 5 = More than 20 years 
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Table 23. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the humaneness of wildlife damage 
management methods . 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Physical exclusion 
- not humane 2.1 0.0 1.6 0.0 
- less humane 0.8 0.0 1.6 1.0 
- neutral 4.1 4.5 8.2 1.0 
- humane 13.1 14.6 13 . 1 12.4 
- very humane 79.9 80.9 75.4 85.7 
Adjusting planting and grazing schedules 
- not humane 2.4 0.0 l. 7 0.0 
- less humane 0.0 0.0 I. 7 1.0 
- neutral 8.9 2.3 12.1 3.8 
- humane 13.6 11.5 6.9 8.6 
- very humane 75. l 86.2 77.6 86.7 
Human guards/livestock herders 
- not humane 1.1 0.0 l. 7 1.0 
- less humane 0.3 1.2 1.7 2.0 
- neutral 9.9 7.1 10.3 7.8 
- humane 17.9 24.7 13.8 15.7 
- very humane 70.9 67. l 72.4 73.5 
Scare devices 
- not humane 1.8 2.3 1.6 0.0 
- less humane 1.3 1.1 4.7 1.0 
- neutral 7.8 9.1 9.4 9 .5 
- humane 14.4 21.6 17.2 19.0 
- very humane 74.7 65.9 67.2 70.5 
Guard dogs/animals 
- not humane 1.8 1.2 l. 7 1.0 
- less humane 2.9 1.2 I. 7 2.0 
- neutral 11.3 9.3 13.3 11.8 
- humane 18.9 33.7 15.0 25.5 
- very humane 65.1 54 .7 68 .3 59 .8 
Calling and shooting 
- not humane 0.5 2.4 8.2 0.0 
- less humane 2.8 2.4 11.5 0.0 
- neutral 10.5 23 .8 29.5 5.8 
- humane 19.8 39.3 23.0 31.1 
- very humane 66.3 32.1 27.9 63.1 
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Table 23. Association of job type with respondents ' attitudes regarding the humaneness of wildlife damage 
management methods (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Chemical Repellents 
- not humane 2.2 1.1 0.0 0.0 
- less humane 2.2 2.2 8.3 1.9 
- neutral 19.6 12.4 23.3 8.6 
- humane 21.2 27.0 20.0 26.7 
- very humane 54.9 57.3 48.3 62.9 
Cage traps 
- not humane 1.5 1.1 3.0 1.0 
- less humane 4.3 5.7 4.5 4.8 
- neutral 12.2 26.4 21.2 23.8 
- humane 25. l 37 .9 24.2 32.4 
- very humane 57.0 28.7 47.0 38. l 
M44s 
- not humane 3.2 4.8 8.8 1.9 
- less humane 3.5 7.2 8.8 2.9 
- neutral 13.3 37.3 31.6 12.4 
- humane 13.3 26.5 28. l 37 . 1 
- very humane 66.7 24. l 22.8 45.7 
Aerial shooting 
- not humane 1.8 4 .9 8.1 I. 9 
- less humane 4.7 6 .2 11.3 1.0 
- neutral 13.9 30.9 24.2 13.6 
- humane 22.4 34.6 22.6 28.2 
- very humane 57. l 23.5 33.9 55.3 
Fertility control 
- not humane 9.1 1.2 3.4 2.0 
- less humane 7.4 5.9 5.2 5.9 
- neutral 19.6 14. l 12.1 24.5 
- humane 17.0 24.7 22.4 16.7 
- very humane 46.9 54.1 56.9 51.0 
Poisoned baits for rodents 
- not humane 4.2 1.1 4.8 1.9 
- less humane 5.5 10.3 9.7 5.8 
- neutral 24.9 47 . 1 38.7 36.9 
- humane 34.0 27.6 27.4 39.8 
- very humane 31.4 13.8 19.4 15.5 
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Table 23. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the humaneness of wildlife damage 
management methods (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Poisoned baits for birds 
- not humane 4.0 0.0 6.5 1.9 
- less humane 6.6 11.5 11.3 3.8 
- neutral 28.8 49.4 37.1 41.0 
- humane 31. l 26.4 30.6 37. l 
- very humane 29.6 12.6 14.5 16.2 
Fumigation 
- not humane 7.2 8.2 15.5 2.9 
- less humane 9.0 24.7 13.8 12.6 
- neutral 20.4 32.9 29.3 35.0 
- humane 32.6 24 .7 25 .9 31.1 
- very humane 30.8 9.4 15.5 18.4 
Trapping and relocating 
- not humane 10.7 5.9 4.6 13.3 
- less humane 10.5 25.9 6.2 27.6 
- neutral 26.8 23.5 23. l 27.6 
- humane 19. l 27.1 15.4 11.4 
- very humane 32.9 17.6 50.8 20.0 
Neck snares 
- not humane 5.9 21.2 24.6 5.7 
- less humane 8.5 24.7 29.5 13.3 
- neutral 23.1 23.5 32.8 34.3 
- humane 37.7 28.2 6.6 35.2 
- very humane 24.9 2.4 6.6 11.4 
Foot snares 
- not humane 5.2 11.8 25.0 3.9 
- less humane 10.8 31.8 26.7 5.9 
- neutral 29. 1 29.4 30.0 36.3 
- humane 33.6 24.7 13.3 41.2 
- very humane 21.3 2.4 5.0 12.7 
Leghold traps 
- not humane 5.6 16.3 21.5 2.9 
- less humane 9.4 26.7 23.1 12.4 
- neutral 32.2 29.l 30.8 44.8 
- humane 36.7 22. l 20.0 35.2 
- very humane 16.2 5.8 4.6 4.8 
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Table 23. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the humaneness of wildlife damage 
management methods (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Biocontrol 
- not humane 47.1 25.0 39.3 33.3 
- less humane 25.3 43.8 25.0 35.4 
- neutral 18.3 18.8 26.8 18.2 
- humane 5.5 8.8 7.1 9.1 
- very humane 3.8 3.8 1.8 4.0 
FLD , RES, OFF, MGT: Field, Research, Office, and Management Employees 
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Table 24. Association of time of service with respondents ' attitudes regarding the humaneness of wildlife 
damage management methods. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Physical exclusion 
- not humane 1.1 0.0 2.3 1.4 3 .6 
- less humane 0.8 0.6 1.1 1.4 0.0 
- neutral 4.6 4.3 3.4 5.6 1.2 
- humane 15.2 13.6 6.9 9.7 14.5 
- very humane 78.3 81.5 86.2 81.9 80.7 
Adjusting planting and grazing schedules 
- not humane 1.6 0 .0 2.3 2.8 3.8 
- less humane 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- neutral 7.4 6.3 9 .2 9.7 6 .3 
- humane 11. 7 13.8 10.3 11. l 10.0 
- very humane 78.9 79.2 78.2 76.4 80.0 
Human guards/livestock herders 
- not humane 0.8 0.0 1.1 1.4 2.5 
- less humane 0.1 1.9 0 .0 0.0 1.2 
- neutral 11. 7 5.8 12.6 7.0 8.6 
- humane 19.4 17.9 16.1 16.9 14.8 
- very humane 67.7 74.4 70.1 74.6 72.8 
Scare devices 
- not humane 2.6 0.6 0.0 1.4 1.2 
- less humane 1.1 1.8 0.0 2.7 2.4 
- neutral 9.0 7.3 10.3 8.2 8.4 
- humane 16.5 17. 7 17.2 16.4 15.7 
- very humane 70.7 72.6 72.4 71.2 72.3 
Guard dogs/animals 
- not humane 1.2 1.9 1.1 1.4 2.4 
- less humane 1.6 2.5 2.3 5.6 3.6 
- neutral 11.9 7.6 14.9 9.9 12.0 
- humane 22.1 18.4 19.5 22. 5 27.7 
- very humane 63.2 69.6 62 . 1 60.6 54.2 
Calling and shooting 
- not humane 3.1 l. 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
- less humane 4.3 3.8 2.3 1.4 1.2 
- neutral 17 .1 13.8 10.5 6.8 9.6 
- humane 22.9 25.0 24.4 24 .7 26.5 
- very humane 52.7 55.6 62.8 67.1 62 .7 
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Table 24. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding the humaneness of wildlife 
damage management methods (cont'd.). 
1 2 3 4 5 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Chemical Repellents 
- not humane 1.2 2.5 1.2 1.4 1.3 
- less humane 4.4 2.5 1.2 0.0 2.5 
- neutral 20.1 13.3 15.3 19.2 12.5 
- humane 22.1 28.5 24.7 20.5 17.5 
- very humane 52.2 53.2 57.6 58.9 66.3 
Cage traps 
- not humane 1.1 1.8 1.2 0.0 3.6 
- less humane 3.3 5.4 7.1 4.2 6.0 
- neutral 14.5 19.8 11.8 13.9 30.1 
- humane 27.1 28.7 30.6 25.0 30. l 
- very humane 53.9 44.3 49.4 56.9 30.1 
M44s 
- not humane 8.3 1.9 2.3 0.0 2.4 
- less humane 5.0 5 .0 3.4 2.7 2.4 
- neutral 22.4 17.6 11.5 13.7 15.7 
- humane 18.3 18.9 16.1 28.8 24.1 
- very humane 46. l 56.6 66.7 54.8 55.4 
Aerial shooting 
- not humane 5.2 3.1 1.1 0.0 1.2 
- less humane 7.2 5.0 4.6 1.4 1.2 
- neutral 22.1 17.6 10.3 11.l 12.2 
- humane 23.7 23.9 31.0 29.2 20.7 
- very humane 41.8 50.3 52.9 58.3 64 .6 
Fertility control 
- not humane 5.0 8.5 6.2 5.9 3.9 
- less humane 5.8 5.2 9.9 13.2 3.9 
- neutral 21.6 15.7 13.6 16.2 19.5 
- humane 20.3 27.5 19.8 4.4 6.5 
- very humane 47.3 43.1 50.6 60.3 66.2 
Poisoned baits for rodents 
- not humane 5.0 2.5 2.4 4.2 2.4 
- less humane 6.1 5.7 5.9 9.7 9 .8 
- neutral 29.8 34.6 29.4 26.4 32.9 
- humane 31.7 32.1 36.5 43. l 31. 7 
- very humane 27.5 25.2 25.9 16.7 23.2 
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Table 24. Association of time of service with respondents ' attitudes regarding the effectiveness of wildlife 
damage management methods (cont'd.). 
1 2 3 4 5 
Method/Res ponse (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Poisoned baits for birds 
- not humane 4.7 3.1 1.2 4.2 2.4 
- less humane 7.9 7.4 6.0 8.3 7 .1 
- neutral 35.2 36.8 29.8 27.8 35.7 
- humane 28.5 29.4 38.1 44.4 28.6 
- very humane 23.7 23.3 25.0 15.3 26 .2 
Fumigation 
- not humane 10.9 6.9 2.3 2.8 7 .5 
- less humane 11. 7 13. l 10.3 16.9 10.0 
- neutral 26.2 25.6 20.7 22.5 30.0 
- humane 28.6 34.4 33.3 35.2 25.0 
- very humane 22.6 20.0 33.3 22.5 27.5 
Trapping and relocating 
- not humane 6.0 9.9 11.5 13.9 20.5 
- less humane 10.9 12.3 17.2 26.4 19.3 
- neutral 22.2 26.5 29.9 31.9 32.5 
- humane 16.5 24. l 18.4 15.3 14.5 
- very humane 44.4 27.2 23 .0 12.5 13.3 
Neck snares 
- not humane 10.4 13.3 4.7 2.8 13.4 
- less humane 10.4 18.2 9.3 16.7 17.1 
- neutral 27.7 23.0 25.6 33.3 20.7 
- humane 31.9 24.8 41.9 33.3 37.8 
- very humane 19.6 20.6 18.6 13.9 11.0 
Foot snares 
- not humane 11.2 9.4 2.3 2.8 9.9 
- less humane 12.0 19.4 13.8 12.5 16.0 
- neutral 27.9 27.5 35.6 27.8 38.3 
- humane 33.5 22 .5 31.0 45.8 28.4 
- very humane 15.5 21.3 17.2 11. I 7.4 
Leghold traps 
- not humane 10.2 8.4 4.5 4.2 12.0 
- less humane 10.5 18. l 13.6 12.5 16.9 
- neutral 27 .8 34.3 38.6 38.9 42.2 
- humane 36.l 26.5 37.5 34.7 21.7 
- very humane 15.4 12.7 5.7 9.7 7.2 
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Table 24. Association of time of service with respondents ' attitudes regarding the humaneness of wildlife 
damage management methods (cont'd.). 
1 2 3 4 s 
Method/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Biocontrol 
- not humane 38.1 47.3 45.6 36.9 41.6 
- less humane 29.0 26.7 25.3 35.4 32.5 
- neutral 23.4 17.3 17.7 13.8 14.3 
- humane 5.6 5.3 8.9 7.7 7.8 
- very humane 3.9 3.3 2.5 6.2 3.9 
l = Less than 5 years, 2 = 6- IO years , 3 = I0-15 years , 4= 16-20 years, 5 = More than 20 years 
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Table 25. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding euthanasia and the killing process. 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Statement/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
How important is it to you that animals receive a 
"good death?" 
- not important 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.1 
- less important 1.3 1.4 0.0 2.2 
- neutral 14.8 14.3 18.0 21.3 
- important 31.5 44.3 32.8 40.4 
- very important 51.1 40.0 49.2 34.8 
When I have a choice, I prefer using methods that 
minimize pain and suffering. 
- strongly disagree 0.2 1.1 0 .0 1.0 
- disagree 0.0 1. l I. 7 0.0 
- neutral 4.7 4.5 6 .9 1.0 
- agree 9.4 11.2 22.4 15.4 
- strongly agree 85.7 82.0 69.0 82.7 
I am willing to kill animals when I know it's 
important to our mission. 
- strongly disagree 0.5 2.2 7.3 1.0 
- disagree 0.7 2.2 7.3 0.0 
- neutral 4.9 12.2 20.0 6.7 
- agree 20.4 31.1 38.2 26.0 
- strongly agree 73.4 52.2 27.3 66.3 
I always try to use nonlethal methods when they are 
practical. 
- strongly disagree 3.0 4.5 0.0 1.0 
- disagree 3.5 0.0 0.0 2 .0 
- neutral 19.3 15.9 27.9 7.8 
- agree 18.8 18.2 18.6 33.3 
- strong! y agree 55.5 61.4 53.5 55.9 
I wish there were more effective ways to identify 
and take "offending" animals . 
- strongly disagree 3.7 2.2 3.1 2.9 
- disagree 4.5 l.l 4.6 2.9 
- neutral 22.4 8.9 32.3 12.5 
- agree 23.9 26.7 24.6 21.2 
- strongly agree 45.4 61.1 35.4 60.6 
91 
Table 25. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding euthanasia and the killing process 
(cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Statement/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
The public might be more accepting of ADC 
techniques if they knew euthanasia was commonly 
practiced. 
- strongly disagree 5.7 4.4 7.1 8.6 
- disagree 11. l 14.3 11.4 14.3 
- neutral 22.0 28.6 25.7 22.9 
- agree 25.9 35.2 34.3 30.5 
- strongly agree 35.3 17.6 21.4 23.8 
rm more comfortable killing an animal known to 
have caused damage than one that may cause damage 
in the future. 
- strongly disagree 7.4 5.6 1.8 6.8 
- disagree 10.4 8.9 8.8 17.5 
- neutral 24.2 26.7 35. l 20.4 
- agree 25.9 37.8 38.6 30.1 
- strongly agree 32.1 21.1 15.8 25.2 
My concern over killed and injured livestock is more 
important than my concern over making sure an 
offending animal receives a "good death. " 
- strongly disagree 13.6 14.4 1.5 11. 7 
- disagree 16.3 22.2 23. l 16.5 
- neutral 23.5 37.8 35.4 27.2 
- agree 19.0 14.4 21.5 32.0 
- strongly agree 27.7 11.l 18.5 12.6 
I am more concerned with solving wildlife damage 
problems than with worrying about animal suffering. 
- strongly disagree 21.6 25.3 22. l 16.2 
- disagree 19.9 24.2 20.6 23.8 
- neutral 25.3 25.3 32.4 21.9 
- agree 20.1 14.3 20.6 29.5 
- strongly agree 13.0 11.0 4.4 8.6 
ADC spends too much money researching nonlethal 
methods . 
- strongly disagree 25.6 58.2 40.3 30.8 
- disagree 12.6 23 . 1 20.8 28.8 
- neutral 34.5 8.8 27.8 19.2 
- agree 13.3 4.4 4.2 11.5 
- strongly agree 14.0 5.5 6.9 9.6 
FLD, RES, OFF, MGT: Field, Research, Office, and Management Employees 
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Table 26. Association of time of service with respondents ' attitudes regarding euthanasia and the killing 
process . 
1 2 3 4 5 
Statement/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
How important is it to you that animals 
receive a "good death?" 
- not important 0.9 2.2 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
- less important 0.9 0.7 2.8 2.0 1.8 
- neutral 12.4 23.7 15.3 14.3 14.0 
- important 34.2 31.1 37.5 34.7 40.4 
- very important 51.7 42.2 44.4 49 .0 43.9 
When I have a choice, I prefer using 
methods that minimize pain and suffering. 
- strongly disagree 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.2 
- disagree 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0 .0 
- neutral 4.0 4.8 4.6 5.6 2.4 
- agree 11.0 12.7 11.5 12.5 9.4 
- strongly agree 84.6 81.2 83.9 80.6 87. l 
I am willing to kill animals when I know 
it's important to our mission . 
- strongly disagree 2.6 0.0 1.1 1.4 0.0 
- disagree 2.6 1.2 0.0 1.4 0.0 
- neutral 7 .4 12.2 6.9 2.8 3.5 
- agree 27 .2 22.0 24.1 19.4 24 .7 
- strongly agree 60.3 64 .6 67.8 75.0 71.8 
I always try to use nonlethal methods 
when they are practical. 
- strongly disagree 3.1 1.3 7.0 0.0 2.4 
- disagree 3.1 1.3 1.2 4.2 3.6 
- neutral 17.2 19.2 17.4 14.1 16.9 
- agree 17.6 19.2 25.6 26.8 25 .3 
- strongly agree 59.2 59 .0 48.8 54.9 51.8 
I wish there were more effective ways to 
identify and take "offending animals. 
- strongly disagree 2.9 4.3 4.6 4.2 1.2 
- disagree 4.3 2.4 1.1 5.6 4.7 
- neutral 23.5 22.0 18.4 12. 7 11.6 
- agree 23 . 1 24.4 24.1 23.9 20.9 
- strongly agree 46.2 47.0 51.7 53.5 61.6 
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Table 26. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding euthanasia and the killing 
process (cont'd.). 
1 2 3 4 s 
Statement/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
The public might be more accepting of 
ADC techniques if they knew euthanasia 
was commonly practiced . 
- strongly disagree 4.9 7.6 7.9 2.8 8.3 
- disagree 14.5 12.9 10. 1 9.7 6.0 
- neutral 26.5 20.0 23.6 23.6 22.6 
- agree 27.9 29.4 23.6 29.2 34.5 
- strongly agree 26 .1 30.0 34.8 34.7 28.6 
rm more comfortable killing an animal 
known to have caused damage than one 
that may cause damage in the future . 
- strongly disagree 8.8 6.1 2.3 9.7 4.7 
- disagree 11.8 12.2 10.6 11.1 7 . 1 
- neutral 26.8 24.4 29.9 12.5 21.2 
- agree 27.2 29.9 33.3 27.8 30.6 
- strongly agree 25.4 27.4 24.1 38.9 36.5 
My concern over killed and injured 
livestock is more important than my 
concern over making sure an offending 
animal receives a "good death . " 
- strongly disagree 15.8 12.3 10.2 8.3 11.6 
- disagree 22.9 16.6 10.2 12.5 12.8 
- neutral 29.7 27 .0 27.3 23.6 23.3 
- agree 13.3 21.5 28.4 30.6 26.7 
- strongly agree 18.3 22.7 23.9 25.0 25.6 
I am more concerned with solving 
wildlife damage problems than with 
worrying about animal suffering. 
- strongly disagre e 27.0 18.5 19. l 13.9 20.7 
- disagree 22.4 22 .6 19. l 26.4 12.6 
- neutral 27.0 24.4 24.7 23 .6 25.3 
- agree 14.9 22.6 25.8 22.2 27.6 
- strongly agree 8.5 11.9 11.2 13.9 13.8 
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Table 26. Association of time of service with respondents ' attitudes regarding euthanasia and the killing 
process (cont'd.). 
Statement/Response 
ADC spends too much money 
rnsearching nonlethal methods. 








































l= Less than 5 years, 2 = 6-10 years, 3= 10-15 years , 4= 16-20 years, 5= More than 20 years 
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Table 27. Association of job type with respondents ' attitudes regarding groups' current level of influence 
on ADC practices. 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Ranching operations 
- no influence 0.3 0.0 0.0 1.0 
- less influence 2.3 0.0 3.4 4.9 
- neutral 9.3 8.0 22.0 13.6 
- more influence 28.3 26 . 1 28.8 31.1 
- strong influence 59.9 65.9 45.8 49.5 
U.S. Congress 
- no influence 1.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 
- less influence 5.7 3.4 6.5 1.0 
- neutral 20.9 11.5 35.5 13. 7 
- more influence 27.9 36.8 27.4 22.5 
- strong influence 44.4 48.3 29.0 62.7 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
- no influence 1.0 1.2 0.0 1.0 
- less influence 3.1 2.4 3.4 5.8 
- neutral 20.8 30.6 30.5 14.4 
- more influence 31.5 42.4 35.6 40.4 
- strong influence 43.6 23.5 30.5 38.5 
Fanning operations 
- no influence 0.3 0.0 0 .0 1.9 
- less influence 3.6 3.4 5.0 10.6 
- neutral 16.9 23.9 28.3 26.0 
- more influence 36.8 43 .2 35.0 39.4 
- strong influence 42.5 29.5 31. 7 22.1 
Environmental groups 
- no influence 5.2 2.3 1.6 1.0 
- less influence 4.2 5.7 9.8 4.8 
- neutral 16.6 26.4 18.0 21.2 
- more influence 27.3 43.7 37.7 38.5 
- strong influence 46.8 21.8 32.8 34.6 
The media 
- no influence 3.3 3.4 1.6 4.9 
- less influence 5.6 8.0 9 .8 2.9 
- neutral 18.5 16. l 31.1 16.5 
- more influence 28.5 42.5 27.9 31.1 
- strong influence 44.1 29.9 29.5 44.7 
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Table 27. Association of job type with respondents ' attitudes regarding groups ' current level of influence 
on ADC practices (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Group!Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Animal rights/welfare groups 
- no influence 6.9 2.3 3.2 0.0 
- less influence 5.9 10.2 6 .5 8.7 
- neutral 14.9 22.7 19.4 17.3 
- more influence 23.1 35.2 32.3 39.4 
- strong influence 49 . l 29.5 38.7 34 .6 
State wildlife agencies 
- no influence 1.3 1.1 l. 7 1.0 
- less influence 4.7 3.4 5. 1 2.9 
- neutral 24.9 29.9 33.9 19.6 
- more influence 39.1 49.4 37.3 44.1 
- strong influence 30.1 16. l 22.0 32.4 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
- no influence 2.9 1.2 0.0 1.0 
- less influence 5.2 4.9 7 . 1 7.0 
- neutral 30.4 25.8 42.9 26.0 
- more influence 28.5 44.4 28.6 42.0 
- strong influence 33.0 13.6 21.4 24.0 
U.S. Forest Service 
- no influence 2.3 1.2 0.0 1.0 
- less influence 5.5 2.5 6.8 7.0 
- neutral 31.3 38.3 42.4 28.0 
- more influence 28.9 45.7 32.2 40 .0 
- strong influence 32.0 12.3 18.6 24.0 
State agricultural agencies 
- no influence 2.1 2.3 l. 7 2.9 
- less influence 7.3 8.0 11. 7 6.8 
- neutral 26.3 34.5 25.0 33.0 
- more influence 35.2 44.8 43.3 43 .7 
- strong influence 29.2 10.3 18.3 13.6 
Airports 
- no influence 3.1 1.1 0.0 1.9 
- less influence 9.4 6 .9 6.7 17.5 
- neutral 29.2 31.0 33.3 34 .0 
- more influence 28. l 29.9 41. 7 24.3 
- strong influence 30.2 31.0 18.3 22.3 
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Table 27. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding groups' current level of influence 
on ADC practices (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Aquaculture operations 
- no influence 3.0 0.0 l. 7 3.0 
- less influence 10.3 11.8 15.3 9.9 
- neutral 30.0 23.5 40.7 36.6 
- more influence 27.8 32.9 27.1 32.7 
- strong influence 28.9 31.8 15.3 17.8 
ADC employees 
- no influence 7.4 2.3 3.2 3.8 
- less influence 13.3 17.2 15.9 18.3 
- neutral 28.6 27.6 39.7 22.1 
- more influence 18.9 35.6 28.6 26.0 
- strong influence 31.7 17.2 12.7 29.8 
The general public 
- no influence 4.1 6.8 3.2 4 .9 
- less influence 16.6 20.5 19.0 21.4 
- neutral 36.1 37.5 41.3 38.8 
- more influence 24.8 27.3 27.0 27.2 
- strong influence 18.4 8.0 9.5 7.8 
Hunter /sportsmen groups 
- no influence 4.1 3.4 5. 1 12.5 
- less influence 16.3 28.4 13.6 34.6 
- neutral 43 .8 38.6 47.5 33.7 
- more influence 20.5 23.9 25.4 17.3 
- strong influence 15.3 5.7 8.5 I. 9 
Departments of Health 
- no influence 4.7 8.2 l. 7 3.9 
- less influence 15.2 25.9 16.9 24.3 
- neutral 34.1 37.6 40.7 48.5 
- more influence 26.8 22.4 32.2 15.5 
- strong influence 19.2 5 .9 8.5 7.8 
Private homeowners 
- no influence 6.7 8.1 12.9 13.7 
- less influence 20.8 39.5 24.2 29.4 
- neutral 40.3 32.6 43.5 37.3 
- more influence 18.5 15.1 16.1 12.7 
- strong influence 13.8 4.7 3.2 6.9 
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Table 27. Association of job type with respondents ' attitudes regarding groups' current level of influence 
on ADC practices (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
University scientists 
- no influence 9.7 5.8 3.4 5.9 
- less influence 17.8 34.9 28.8 32.4 
- neutral 40.2 40.7 44.1 35.3 
- more influence 19.1 16.3 18.6 22 .5 
- strong influence 13.3 2.3 5.1 3.9 
Depts. of transportation 
- no influence 18.8 14.3 8.5 20.0 
- less influence 29.4 34.5 23.7 25.0 
- neutral 31.8 38.1 45.8 41.0 
- more influence 12.0 10.7 15.3 9.0 
- strong influence 8.1 2.4 6.8 5.0 
FLD, RES, OFF, MGT : Field, Research, Office , and Management Employees 
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Table 28. Association of time of service with respondents ' attitudes regarding groups' current level of 
influence on ADC practices. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Ranching operations 
- no influence 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 
- less influence 2.3 2.5 2.5 1.4 4.8 
- neutral 8.6 7.6 7.6 18.8 15.7 
- more influence 25.6 34.2 34.2 29.0 25.3 
- strong influence 63 .2 55.7 55.7 49.3 54 .2 
U.S. Congress 
- no influence 1.1 0.6 0.0 1.5 0.0 
- less influence 4.9 5.7 2.3 4.4 3.7 
- neutral 19.2 18.4 23.0 23.5 13.4 
- more influence 26.3 31.6 31.0 25.0 25.6 
- strong influence 48.5 43.7 43.7 45.6 57.3 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
- no influence 1.1 0.0 0.0 4.4 0.0 
- less influence 3.3 5.2 0.0 4.4 3.7 
- neutral 21.1 22.6 19.5 22.1 23.2 
- more influence 33.0 34.2 40.2 35.3 40.2 
- strong influence 41.5 38.1 40.2 33.8 32.9 
Farming operations 
- no influence 0.0 1.3 1.1 1.5 1.2 
- less influence 3.7 4.4 5.7 5.9 7.2 
- neutral 15.1 17.7 21.8 36.8 26.5 
- more influence 37.6 42.4 39.1 26.5 36.1 
- strong influence 43.5 34.2 32.2 29.4 28.9 
Environmental groups 
- no influence 3.4 3.1 1. 1 6.2 7.2 
- less influence 5.6 5.7 3.4 3.1 4 .8 
- neutral 24.1 15.7 16.1 13.8 14.5 
- more influence 27.4 35.8 34.5 35.4 33.7 
- strong influence 39.5 39.6 44.8 41.5 39.8 
The media 
- no influence 3.0 4.4 2.3 8.8 1.2 
- less influence 8.1 5.7 1.1 1.5 6.1 
- neutral 21.1 19.0 18.4 16.2 14.6 
- more influence 28.1 29.7 39.1 35.3 29.3 
- strong influence 39.6 41.1 39. l 38.2 48.8 
100 
Table 28. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding groups ' current level of 
influence on ADC practices (cont'd.). 
1 2 3 4 5 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Animal rights/welfare groups 
- no influence 4.5 4.4 3.4 7.4 6.0 
- less influence 8.6 6.3 4.6 4.4 6.0 
- neutral 22.3 18.1 9.2 16.2 9.6 
- more influence 22.7 28.8 32.2 33.8 32.5 
- strong influence 42.0 42.5 50.6 38.2 45.8 
State wildlife agencies 
- no influence 1.1 1.3 2.3 1.5 0.0 
- less influence 3.7 4.5 4.6 4.5 6.1 
- neutral 25.4 22.7 21.8 30.3 29.3 
- more influence 36.6 46.1 42.5 43.9 40.2 
- strong influence 33.2 25.3 28.7 19.7 24.4 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
- no influence 2.3 1.3 1.2 6.0 0.0 
- less influence 5.8 7.3 4 .7 4.5 4.9 
- neutral 32.6 31.8 24.4 32.8 33.3 
- more influence 30.6 33. 1 39.5 29.9 35.8 
- strong influence 28.7 26.5 30.2 26.9 25.9 
U.S. Forest Service 
- no influence 2.3 1.3 0.0 6.0 0.0 
- less influence 6.9 5.9 2.3 6.0 4.9 
- neutral 33.1 32.0 28.7 31.3 34.6 
- more influence 31.9 35.9 37.9 28.4 34.6 
- strong influence 25.8 24.8 31.0 28.4 25.9 
State agricultural agencies 
- no influence 2.6 1.9 0.0 2.9 2.4 
- less influence 7.5 5.2 9.2 10.3 8.5 
- neutral 27.5 26.5 32.2 27.9 32.9 
- more influence 35.8 40.6 41.4 41.2 34.1 
- strong influence 26.4 25.8 17.2 17.6 22.0 
Airports 
- no influence 1.5 1.9 2.3 5.9 2.5 
- less influence 6.3 14.8 8.1 8.8 14.8 
- neutral 25.7 32.3 39.5 36.8 29.6 
- more influence 31.3 27.7 30.2 27.9 25.9 
- strong influence 35.1 23.2 19.8 20.6 27.2 
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Table 28. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding groups' current level of 
influence on ADC practices (cont'd.). 
1 2 3 4 5 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%} (%) 
Aquaculture operations 
- no influence 2.8 3.2 0.0 1.5 3.7 
- less influence 10.3 12.3 9 .6 6.0 12.3 
- neutral 29.2 31.8 33.7 35.8 33.3 
- more influence 29.6 27.3 31.3 32.8 27.2 
- strong influence 28.1 25.3 25.3 23.9 23.5 
ADC employees 
- no influence 6.3 2.5 7.0 13.2 7.2 
- less influence 15.1 13.8 9.3 13.2 19.3 
- neutral 26.8 27.7 30.2 30.9 30.1 
- more influence 22.4 29.6 24.4 16.2 20.5 
- strong influence 29.4 26.4 29.1 26.5 22.9 
The general public 
- no influence 4.8 5.0 1.1 4.4 7.2 
- less influence 17.7 18.9 24. l 14.7 10.8 
- neutral 38.0 34.6 37.9 35.3 41.0 
- more influence 22.5 28.9 26.4 35.3 24.1 
- strong influence 17.0 12.6 10.3 10.3 16.9 
Hunter/sportsmen groups 
- no influence 2.6 8.3 7.0 4.4 8.6 
- less influence 16.4 21.7 26.7 20.6 24.7 
- neutral 44.2 36.3 39.5 51.5 40.7 
- more influence 25.3 21.7 12.8 14.7 17.3 
- strong influence 11.5 12.0 14.0 8.8 8.6 
Departments of Health 
- no influence 5.7 4.5 2.4 5.9 3.7 
- less influence 16.0 22.7 17.6 13.2 25.9 
- neutral 35.7 33.1 41.2 44.l 42.0 
- more influence 27.8 24.7 20.0 23.5 18.5 
- strong influence 14.8 14.9 18.8 13.2 9 .9 
Private homeowner s 
- no influence 5.2 12.0 6.9 8.8 12.5 
- less influence 24.1 24.7 23.0 29.4 23.8 
- neutral 40.0 34.8 41.4 38.2 46.3 
- more influence 19.3 18.4 18.4 13.2 7.5 
- strong influence 11.5 10.1 10.3 10.3 10.0 
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Table 28. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding groups' current level of 
influence on ADC practices (cont'd.). 
l 2 3 4 5 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
University scientists 
- no influence 7.7 5.8 13.8 6.0 8.4 
- less influence 21.5 29.7 14.9 20.9 26.5 
- neutral 39.5 39.4 48.3 37.3 39.8 
- more influence 21.1 16.1 13.8 25.4 16.9 
- strong influence 10.3 9.0 9.2 10.4 8.4 
Depts. of transportation 
- no influence 13.6 18.3 18.4 20.9 25.3 
- less influence 23.5 29.4 43.7 25.4 30.4 
- neutral 35.2 36.6 27.6 46 .3 34.2 
- more influence 15.9 11.1 9.2 4.5 6.3 
- strong influence 11. 7 4.6 1.1 3.0 3.8 
I = Less than 5 years, 2 = 6-10 years , 3 = 10-15 years, 4= 16-20 years, 5 = More than 20 years 
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Table 29. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the influence groups should have 
on ADC practices . 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
ADC employees 
- no influence 0.3 1.1 0.0 0.0 
- less influence 0.0 2.2 3.1 2.9 
- neutral 8.4 15.7 20.3 10.6 
- more influence 22.6 50.6 34.4 33.7 
- strong influence 68.7 30.3 42.2 52.9 
Ranching operations 
- no influence 0.8 3.3 0.0 2.9 
- less influence 3.0 4.4 3.3 8.8 
- neutral 15.0 41.1 21.7 27.5 
- more influence 22.1 36.7 35.0 33.3 
- strong influence 59. l 14.4 40.0 27.5 
Farming operations 
- no influence 0.5 3.4 0.0 1.9 
- less influence 2.5 1.1 3.4 8.7 
- neutral 18.9 42.0 20.3 33.7 
- more influence 28.7 39.8 39.0 30.8 
- strong influence 49.4 13.6 37.3 25.0 
Airports 
- no influence 4.4 0.0 1.6 1.0 
- less influence 4.1 7.8 6.6 8.8 
- neutral 26.9 33.3 18.0 31.4 
- more influence 27.4 35.6 42.6 25.5 
- strong influence 37.2 23.3 31. J 33.3 
State agricultural agencies 
- no influence 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 
- less influence 6.4 5.6 9.8 6.7 
- neutral 25. l 47.2 24.6 30.8 
- more influence 31.5 38.2 44.3 43.3 
- strong influence 35.9 9.0 21.3 17.3 
Depts . of Health 
- no influence 2.6 I. 1 0.0 2.9 
- less influence 10.7 8.0 9.8 5.8 
- neutral 25.3 49.4 27.9 40.8 
- more influence 28.6 28.7 39.3 34.0 
- strong influence 32.7 12.6 23.0 16.5 
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Table 29. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the influence groups should have 
on ADC practices (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Aquaculture operations 
- no influence 3.2 3.4 I. 7 2.0 
- less influence 6.4 5.7 6.7 9.9 
- neutral 33.8 44.8 41.7 42.6 
- more influence 21.3 37.9 33.3 27.7 
- strong influence 35.4 8.0 16.7 17.8 
State wildlife agencies 
- no influence 4.1 2.2 1.6 3.8 
- Jess influence 9.7 4.5 8.1 7.7 
- neutral 28.7 34.8 35.5 33.7 
- more influence 30.0 49.4 43.5 38.5 
- strong influence 27.4 9.0 11. 3 16.3 
U.S. Congress 
- no influence 8.2 2.2 8.1 1.9 
- less influence 16.3 12.4 16.1 14.6 
- neutral 38.8 34.8 33.9 34.0 
- more influence 20.4 33.7 29.0 17.5 
- strong influence 16.3 16.9 12.9 32.0 
Private homeowners 
- no influence 5.3 6.7 3.2 4.8 
- Jess influence 15.5 22.5 9.7 9.6 
- neutral 38. l 42.7 48.4 42.3 
- more influence 22. l 20.2 25.8 26.9 
- strong influence 19.0 7.9 12.9 16.3 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
- no influence 11.4 4.6 6.7 7.7 
- Jess influence 12.4 6.9 8.3 15.4 
- neutral 36.3 42.5 30.0 53.8 
- more influence 19.5 39. l 40.0 15.4 
- strong influence 20.3 6.9 15.0 7.7 
Hunter/sportsmen groups 
- no influence 8.4 7.8 9.8 7.7 
- less influence 12.2 24.4 26.2 23. l 
- neutral 37.2 45.6 45.9 46.2 
- more influence 21.3 18.9 14.8 17.3 
- strong influence 21.0 3.3 3.3 5.8 
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Table 29. Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the influence groups should have 
on ADC practices (cont 'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Group/Response (%) (%) {%) (%) 
The general public 
- no influence 11.6 1.1 4.7 5.8 
- less influence 20 .5 20.0 10.9 17.5 
- neutral 37.2 42.2 57.8 44.7 
- more influence 16.7 25.6 20.3 23.3 
- strong influence 13.9 11.1 6.3 8.7 
U.S . Forest Service 
- no influence 12.0 3.6 10.0 10.0 
- less influence 16.3 8.4 8.3 22.0 
- neutral 42 .3 53.0 36.7 51.0 
- more influence 16. l 30.1 33.3 12.0 
- strong influence 13.3 4 .8 11. 7 5.0 
University scientists 
- no influence 13.0 6 .8 3.3 11.5 
- less influence 16.6 19.3 18.3 17.3 
- neutral 39.1 45.5 45.0 47. l 
- more influence 18.4 25.0 21.7 20.2 
- strong influence 12.8 3.4 11. 7 3.8 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
- no influence 13.6 3.6 8.8 10.0 
- less influence 19.0 9.5 8.8 22.0 
- neutral 43.7 56.0 50.9 51.0 
- more influence 12.3 28 .6 21. l 12.0 
- strong influence 11.3 2.4 10.5 5.0 
Depts . of Transportation 
- no influence 19.9 7.0 9.8 13.9 
- less influence 22.5 22.1 23.0 19.8 
- neutral 30.5 52.3 37.7 43.6 
- more influence 14.5 14.0 21.3 18.8 
- strong influence 12.7 4.7 8.2 4.0 
Environmental groups 
- no influence 28.5 5.6 14.5 11.5 
- less influence 29.5 19. 1 32.3 35.6 
- neutral 24.7 55. l 22.6 44.2 
- more influence 9.4 18.0 29.0 5.8 
- strong influence 7.9 2.2 1.6 2.9 
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Tabl e 29 . Association of job type with respondents' attitudes regarding the influence groups should have 
on ADC practices (cont'd.). 
FLD RES OFF MGT 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) 
The media 
- no influence 43.4 31.5 33.3 34.6 
- less influence 23.9 32 .6 30.2 31. 7 
- neutral 20.8 30.3 30.2 29.8 
- more influence 5.3 5.6 3.2 1.9 
- strong influence 6.6 0.0 3.2 1.9 
Animal rights/welfare groups 
- no influence 47 .6 13.3 31.7 28.8 
- less influence 25.8 40 .0 30.2 40.4 
- neutral 18.2 37.8 27.0 27.9 
- more influence 3.5 8.9 9.5 2.9 
- strong influence 4.8 0.0 1.6 0.0 
FLD, RES , OFF , MGT: Field, Research , Office , and Management Employees 
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Table 30. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding the influence groups should 
have on ADC practices. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
ADC employees 
- no influence 0.0 0.6 0.0 2.9 0 .0 
- less influence 1.1 1.3 2.3 0 .0 0.0 
- neutral 11. 7 11.3 5.7 11.4 16.7 
- more influence 28.8 31.4 26.1 24.3 34.5 
- strong influence 58.4 55.3 65.9 61.4 48 .8 
Ranching operations 
- no influence 1.1 1.9 0.0 2.9 3.5 
- less influence 4.9 5.0 3.4 1.4 3.5 
- neutral 23.5 21.9 15.7 17.4 24.7 
- more influence 25.4 31.9 27.0 21. 7 28.2 
- strong influence 45.1 39.4 53.9 56.5 40.0 
Farming operations 
- no influence 0.7 2.5 0.0 2 .9 2.4 
- less influence 3.3 3.8 2.2 1.4 4.8 
- neutral 25 .1 28.3 20.2 21.4 28.6 
- more influence 32. 1 31.4 30.3 25.7 32.1 
- strong influence 38.7 34.0 47.2 48.6 32. 1 
Airports 
- no influence 3.0 3.2 2.3 5.7 2.4 
- less influence 4.4 8.9 3.4 5 .7 6.1 
- neutral 25.5 27.4 37.5 28.6 26.8 
- more influence 29.2 28.7 30.7 27.1 32.9 
- strong influence 38.0 31.8 26.1 32.9 31.7 
State agricultural agencies 
- no influence 0.7 0.6 0.0 5 .7 0 .0 
- less influence 5.9 9.6 6.7 4.3 3.6 
- neutral 30.7 29.3 27.0 25.7 30. 1 
- more influence 33.3 36.3 36.0 37.1 41.0 
- strong influence 29.3 24.2 30.3 27.1 25.3 
Depts. of Health 
- no influence 1.9 1.3 3.4 5 .8 1.2 
- less influence 10.7 10.3 5.6 8.7 7.2 
- neutral 29.6 32.1 30.3 31.9 36.1 
- more influence 29.6 29.5 34.8 30.4 34.9 
- strong influence 28. l 26.9 25.8 23.2 20.5 
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Table 30. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding the influence groups should 
have on ADC practices (cont 'd.). 
1 2 3 4 5 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Aquaculture operations 
- no influence 2.7 4.5 0 .0 4.3 3.7 
- less influence 5.4 8.4 8.3 4.3 8.5 
- neutral 37.5 42.6 35.7 33.3 34.1 
- more influence 28.6 20.6 25.0 29.0 28.0 
- strong influence 25.9 23.9 31.0 29.0 25.6 
State wildlife agencies 
- no influence 2.6 1.9 9.0 5.8 2.4 
- less influence 6.3 10.8 i 1.2 8.7 6.0 
- neutral 29.2 36.9 19.1 36.2 35.7 
- more influence 35.8 29.3 43 .8 34.8 36.9 
- strong influence 26.2 21.0 16.9 14.5 19.0 
U.S. Congress 
- no influence 9.6 6.4 4.5 5.7 1.2 
- less influence 16.5 15.3 11.2 15.7 13.3 
- neutral 35.7 33.8 39.3 42 .9 36.1 
- more influence 22.8 24.2 27.0 17. 1 22.9 
- strong influence 15.4 20.4 18.0 18.6 26.5 
Private homeowners 
- no influence 6.3 5.6 5.6 8.7 0 .0 
- less influence 12.1 16.9 18.0 13.0 16.9 
- neutral 39.7 44.4 38.2 33.3 44 .6 
- more influence 25.4 16.3 23.6 26. l 21.7 
- strong influence 16.5 16.9 14.6 18.8 16.9 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
- no influence 4.8 10.9 9.0 25.7 8.4 
- less influence 9.9 11.5 14.6 18.6 10.8 
- neutral 34.9 40.4 43.8 38.6 47.0 
- more influence 27.9 21.8 21.3 10.0 26 .5 
- strong influence 22.4 15.4 11.2 7.1 7.2 
Hunter /sportsmen groups 
- no influence 9.2 8.8 7.9 7. l 6.0 
- less influence 13.6 25.2 19. l 14.3 13.1 
- neutral 40.7 37.7 37.1 48.6 45 .2 
- more influence 21.6 13.8 22.5 17.1 21.4 
- strong influence 15.0 14.5 13.5 12.9 14.3 
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Table 30. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding the influence groups should 
have on ADC practices (cont 'd.). 
1 2 3 4 s 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
The general public 
- no influence 7.3 10.7 9.0 8.6 6.0 
- less influence 18.2 20.1 19.1 21.4 14.3 
- neutral 41.5 39.0 46.1 47. l 41.7 
- more influence 17.5 19.5 15.7 15.7 29.8 
- strong influence 15.6 10.7 10. l 7.1 8.3 
U.S. Forest Service 
- no influence 6.0 12.3 14.6 17.4 9 .8 
- less influence 11.3 17.4 15.7 23.2 18.3 
- neutral 44.2 42.6 47.2 43 .5 45 . 1 
- more influence 24.2 16.1 15.7 10. l 20.7 
- strong influence 14.3 11.6 6.7 5.8 6 . 1 
University scientists 
- no influence 8.2 10.8 16.9 8.6 16.7 
- less influence 17.5 17.2 14.6 20.0 19.0 
- neutral 35.8 43.3 43.8 47.1 50.0 
- more influence 24.3 20.4 16.9 14.3 9 .5 
- strong influence 14.2 8.3 7 .9 10.0 4.8 
U. S. Bureau of Land Management 
- no influence 6.8 13.8 14.6 20.3 9 .8 
- less influence 13.3 19.7 14.6 24.6 19.5 
- neutral 49.0 43.4 50.6 43 .5 46.3 
- more influence 19.4 13.2 12.4 5 .8 19.5 
- strong influence 11.4 9 .9 7.9 5.8 4 .9 
Depts. of Transportation 
- no influence 13.5 14.8 19. 1 18.8 22.8 
- less influence 20.2 21.3 30.3 24 .6 19.0 
- neutral 35.2 37.4 30.3 36.2 43 .0 
- more influence 17.6 17.4 15.7 10. l 10.1 
- strong influence 13.5 9.0 4.5 10. 1 5.1 
Environmental groups 
- no influence 18.1 21.3 22.5 26.1 21.2 
- less influence 27.4 31.3 28.1 31.9 31.8 
- neutral 32.6 28. 1 38.2 31.9 31.8 
- more influence 13.0 13.8 9.0 5.8 11.8 
- strong influence 6.9 5.6 2.2 4.3 3.5 
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Table 30. Association of time of service with respondents' attitudes regarding the influence groups should 
have on ADC practices (cont'd .). 
1 2 3 4 5 
Group/Response (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
The media 
- no influence 36.4 41.9 43.8 44.3 31.0 
- less influence 25.7 28.8 21.3 24.3 36.9 
- neutral 25.0 22.5 30.3 25.7 21.4 
- more influence 6.6 3.1 2.2 0.0 6.0 
- strong influence 6.3 3.8 2.2 5.7 4.8 
Animal rights/welfare groups 
- no influence 37.5 39.1 31.5 45.7 36.5 
- less influence 27.9 35.4 28.1 34.3 29.4 
- neutral 25.4 18.0 31.5 12.9 25.9 
- more influence 4.8 4.3 5.6 2.9 5.9 
- strong influence 4.4 3.1 3.4 4.3 2.4 
l = Less than 5 years, 2 = 6-10 years, 3 = 10-15 years, 4= 16-20 years, 5 = More than 20 years 
CHAPTER III 
AN APPLICATION OF THE THEORY OF ORGANIZATIONAL CAPTURE 
TO THE USDA ANIMAL DAMAGE CONTROL PROGRAM 
Abstract 
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This study applies the theory of organiz.ational capture to the USDA Animal Damage Control 
(ADC) program. Results are based on data gathered about ADC field employees through a survey 
conducted in January 1995. Three research hypotheses were established to test the null hypothesis that 
ADC was not captured by a preferred client group. The three hypotheses concerned: the presence of a 
homogeneous client group , employee resistance to reach out to new client groups in the face of 
opposition from traditional clients, and employee deflection from the ADC mission. Results indicate 
that ADC employees did serve a homogeneous client base consisting primarily of farmers and ranchers, 
and they were resistant to reaching out to new clients in the face of opposition from these traditional 
clients. However, employees were not deflected from the ADC mission. Results suggest that while 
ADC employees are significantly influenced by their traditional clients, they are at most variably 
captured by farmers and ranchers because they remain true to their organiz.ational mission . 
Introduction 
Natural resource management agencies have often struggled to balance competing and 
continually changing demands from segments of the public. Agencies have frequently been charged 
with being controlled or "captured" by one segment of the public or another (Abbey et al., 1994; 
Barney, 1972; Foss, 1960; MacAllister, 1993; Schueler, 1993). Generally , these criticisms come from 
conservation or preservation oriented groups who charge the agencies with being tied to utilitarian 
interests that dominated natural resources politics in the past (Culhane, 1981 ). 
Interest group influence on natural resource management has been a source of debate in the 
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academic literature (Barney, 1972; Culhane, 1981; Fortmann, 1990; Foss, 1960; Kaufman, 1960; 
McConnell, 1966; Reich, 1962; Twight and Lyden, 1989). Studies have discussed interest group 
influence on the U.S. Forest Service (Barney, 1972; Culhane, 1981; Kaufman, 1960; Reich, 1962; 
Tw1ght and Lyden, 1989; Wondolleck, 1988), the Bureau of Land Management (Culhane, 1981; Foss, 
1960; McConnell, 1966), and other federal and state resource managers and agencies (Fortmann 1990). 
However, research has never founq. a clear example of natural resource agency capture, only the 
presence of variable capture (Culhane, 1981; Fortmann, 1990). 
Although research has never found organizational capture to clearly explain natural resource 
agency actions, environmental advocates continue to suggest that agencies are captured by their 
consumptive clients. Among the agencies most frequently criticized by natural resource advocates is 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 's Animal Damage 
Control program (Abbey et al., 1994; Bradley, 1993; Lustgarden, 1994; MacAllister, 1993; Schueler, 
1993; Williams, 1994). The ADC program suffers from a variety of issues affecting its professional 
image, not the least of which is the issue of hidden partnerships with special interest groups (Schmidt et 
al. , 1992), or capture . 
In this study , the theory of organizational capture is applied to the U.S. Department of 
Ag1iculture ' s (USDA) Animal Damage Control (ADC) program. This research tests capture theory by 
examining the attitudes , beliefs and behaviors of ADC field employees based on a survey conducted in 
January, 1995. This research tests three characteristics of captured agencies: l) the presence of 
homogeneous client groups, 2) employee resistance to reach out to new client groups in the face of 
opposition from existing clients, and 3) abandonment of organizational mission. These characteristics 
are examined by looking at employee interaction with various stakeholder groups, employee beliefs 





Natural resource management controversy arises when groups feel there is a bias against their 
intere sts (Wondolleck , 1988). Controversies occur because management activities are directed by 
agency employees who must reconcile polarized interest group pressures, personal and professional 
values, and federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. However, because agency personnel serve 
as hoth advocate and judge , there is no provision for detached judgement (Reich , 1962). Conflict 
results when agency personnel are perceived as: l) having values that differ from those of their 
publics ', 2) ignoring outside input in favor of expert opinion , 3) being too sympathetic to immediate, 
local needs and overlooking long-term, national needs, or 4) responding to the needs of a single, 
favored client group (Reich, 1962). 
Extensive research has examined the influence of interest groups on agency activities , and the 
relationships between agencies and their publics. Kaufman (1960) touched on the influence of local 
constituencies and agency capture in his classic research on the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) . He 
addressed capture as a challenge to the unity of the Forest Service , and noted that when "considerable 
authority is devolved [to] field officials," that "localized influence [may induce] such differences of 
policy between field offices that national policy will be a fiction " (p. 75). 
Foss ( 1960) examined the influence of ranching interests on the federal grazing service . He 
described how rancher s had gained considerable power over federal grazing management through local 
administrative processes. He also examined how ranching interests exerted their influence on state 
legislatures and in Congress. He concluded that the relationship between the grazing service and 
ranching interests was essentially monopolitical; the grazing service was basically a special private 
government responsive only to ranching interests. 
Reich (1962) examined the Forest Service's dilemma of balancing technical expertise with 
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input from local interests, special interest groups, and the general public. He addressed the issue of 
Forest Service professionals being unreceptive to attitudes beyond their own perspective. He also 
discussed concerns about the Forest Service being overly concerned with the immediate local needs of 
communities near the forests, and correspondingly less responsive to overall national and long-range 
needs. Finally, he confronted the issue of agency capture when he discussed the problems associated 
with the Forest Service being unduly sympathetic to lumber industry clients. 
McConnell (1966) discussed the influence of certain interests on federal land and water 
administration, specifically with regard to the federal grazing service, the Anny Corps of Engineers 
and the USDA. He found that federal land and water administration "had fallen into the hands of 
particular groups" through the process of political logrolling (p. 245). In these cases, he found several 
common elements: "1) a federal administrative agency within the executive branch; 2) a heavily 
committed group of Congressmen and Senators, usually members of a particular committee or 
subcommittee, 3) a private (or quasi-private) association representing the agency clientele, and 4) a 
quite homogeneous constituency usually composed of local elites" (p. 244). He also found that 
suc.;essful logrolling depends on the exclusion of substantial parts of the population and of the 
important interests and values from all these systems. Decentralization of the decision-making process 
was also a fundamental condition of each power structure because decentralization decreased agency 
power and increased the influence of local interest groups. 
Barney (1972) addressed the influence of special interests on the U.S. Forest Service. His 
report examined the effects of timber industry influence on national forest management practices . It 
found that timber industry pressure influenced the Forest Service directly and through pressures applied 
to the White House and members of Congress. The report also reported the presence of an "old 
guard" in the Forest Service whose forestry school training had produced a pro-timber bias favoring 
timber production at the expense of recreation, wilderness, wildlife habitat, and range. 
Culhane's (1981) study of the USFS and BLM is the best-known research on capture in natural 
115 
resource management agencies. Culhane gathered extensive information on both agencies and 
concluded that neither agency reflected the textbook definition of capture. Managers were affected by 
commodity users, but because local constituencies were not composed solely of commodity users, 
agency policy did not reflect the pattern of influence suggested by the capture thesis. The USFS and 
the BLM were "neither uniformly captured nor uncaptured, but variably captured" (p. 334). Culhane 
sunnised that the USFS and the BLM avoid capture because group influence is not the only determinant 
of USFS and BLM policy. USFS and BLM national policies were important determinants of decision 
making at the local level. 
Kennedy (1985) examined the strong, cohesive culture of wildlife managers, and their 
relationship to dissenting publics. He discussed how this profession with its shared values and skills, 
and strong, cohesive culture could develop a "bastille-mentality" when confronted with change and 
challenge. This defensive attitude makes managers view outsiders as uninformed, irrational, and overly 
emotional. This mentality encourages a partiality to shared, internal values. 
Twight and Lyden (1989) examined value differences between Forest Service district rangers 
and environmentalists and forest utilizers. They found that Forest Service ranger values were "much 
closer to the utilizers than to the environmentalists" (p. 38). This research contradicted Culhane's 
( 1981) results that found Forest Service employees to hold a middle ground between environmentalists 
and commodity interests. 
Fortmann ' s (1990) research on the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, and 
the California Cooperative Extension program applied capture theory to state natural resource 
management agencies. Fortmann found that capture theory provided some explanation for the agencies' 
actions toward traditional and nontraditional client groups. However, it was "too blunt an instrument," 
and did not fully explain the actions of either agency (Fortmann , 1990, p. 379). She concluded that 
capture by traditional clientele would not be the sole indicator of these agencies' actions because public 
scmtiny ensured that nontraditional clients were not excluded. 
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Vining and Ebreo (1991) compared the priorities and preferences of Forest Service resource 
managers, environmentalists, and the general public . Vining and Ebreo found distinct differences in 
the reported preferences of resource managers and their constituents; environmentalists and the public 
preferred preservation of forest resources , while resource managers preferred current management 
strategies. This research also found differences between the actual and expected responses. 
En\'ironmentalists and the public expected managers to place higher value on forest amenities than they 
actually did. Environmentalists and resource managers expected the general public to place less 
emphasis on amenities than they actually did. 
Previous research has shown that agencies relate to their publics in a variety of ways. 
Professional culture sometimes causes agencies to cling to a cult of expertise (Brunson, 1992), and 
reject outside input as uninformed and emotional (Kennedy, 1985; Reich, 1962). Decentralized 
decision-making processes sometimes cause agencies to become overly sympathetic to the immediate 
needs of local communities (Foss, 1960; Kaufman, 1960; McConnell, 1966; Reich, 1962). Finally, 
specific interest groups can gain significant influence over agency practices which may lead to 
organizational capture (Barney, 1972; Culhane, 1981; Fortmann, 1990; Foss, 1960; McConnell, 1966; 
Reich, 1962; Twight and Lyden, 1989). 
Capture Theory 
The "capture-conformity" debate centers around whether natural resource management 
agencies are, or should be, influenced by interest group pressures (capture), or whether they should be 
solely directed by stated policies (conformity). This debate regarding federal natural resource 
management "is directly linked to fundamental, long-standing issues in American public administration" 
(Culhane, 1981, p. 322). Capture is one of the common explanations for controversy over natural 
resource management (Wondolleck, 1988). 
Organizational capture is said to occur when "one resource-user group has amassed enough 
power over an agency to control that agency and ensure that all decisions advance the group's best 
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interests" (Wondolleck, 1988:5). 
The. Basis for the Capture Theory 
Open-Systems Organizational 'Theory. Capture theory is an application of open-systems 
organizational theory. The premise of open-systems organizational theory is that environmental 
influences on an organization are integrally related to its functioning (Katz and Kahn, 1966). Capture 
theory is an extension of open-systems organizational theory's observations about the nature of 
agencies' environments. People who assert that the natural resource agencies are "captured" feel that 
agencies' organization sets consist of homogeneous alliances of groups . (Usually agencies are charged 
with being influenced by homogeneous alliances of consumptive users, although agencies have also 
been accused of being captured by groups favoring preservation of resources [Culhane, 1981].) 
Group 'Theory. Group theory provides another basis for the capture thesis. Group theory 
looks at the effect of interest group activities on public policy (Truman, 1951). Groups' preferences, 
power, size, financial resources , political skills, and access to decision makers affect their ability to 
influence the actions of the government (Truman, 1951). 
Previous Applications of Capture Theory 
to Natural Resource Agencies 
Culhane's (1981) research on the USFS and BLM, and Fortmann's (1990) research on two 
California state resource management agencies are the two cases where the capture thesis has been 
directly applied to natural resource management agencies. 
Culhane ( 1981) focused on homogeneous client groups and deflection from agency mission as 
indicators of capture at the USFS and BLM. He defined capture as when "an agency faced by a hostile 
and homogeneous constituency has come to identify with its captors and abandoned the pursuit of its 
proper mission" (p. 336). Culhane 's research analyzed USFS and BLM local land managers by 
surveying line officers (including area and district managers, district rangers, and forest supervisors) in 
three regions . Key representatives of local interests (including industry and special interest groups) 
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were also surveyed. Culhane concluded that while interest groups do significantly influence local 
public lands policymaking, "such patterns of influence ... do not constitute capture" (p. 333). He did 
not find that USFS and BLM managers dealt with a homogeneous clientele. Most administrators' 
constituencies consisted of a mixture of conservation/recreation and consumptive users. 
Fortmann (1990) applied the capture theory to the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection, and the California Cooperative Extension program. She defined "capture" as when "an 
agency's clientele [comes] to control the agency thereby deflecting it from its mandated mission" (p. 
362). She conducted background research to define each agency's clientele, and to examine the 
conflicts that occurred at the agencies . She then used personal interviews with agency employees and 
clients to examine the nature of clients' influence on agency activities. She focused on three 
characteristics of a captured agency : I) clear influence of clientele on agency actions/attitudes, 2) a 
degree of coincidence between the viewpoints of agency staff and clientele, and 3) agency resistance to 
reach out to new clientele groups in the face of opposition from existing clientele . Although she did 
not find either agency to be "captured," she did posit that the Cooperative Extension program was more 
"captured" than the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, because the extension 
program showed a greater tendency to resist reaching out to new client groups . 
Culbane 's and Fortrnann's research focused on somewhat differing aspects of the capture 
thesis . However , their work provides four factors indicative of agency capture: I) the presence of a 
homogeneous client group, 2) agency resistance to reach out to new client groups in the face of 
opposition from existing (or traditional) clients, 3) abandonment of agency mission, and 4) coincidence 
between views of the agency personnel and traditional client groups. Their results suggest that the 
degree of capture in an organization can vary. Fortmann (1990) has suggested that there can be 
gradations of capture, noting that there are "different degrees to which the staff of captured agencies 
adopt the viewpoint of their clientele" (p. 363). Culhane found that the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 
and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) were "neither uniformly captured nor uncaptured, but 
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variably captured" (p. 334). The noted variability of capture within an agency suggests that agency 
capture may differ based on a number of factors. Within the ADC program, capture might vary among 
regions , individuals, job type , or status and tenure with the program. 
Why the Capture Theory Persists and 
Is Applied to Natural Resource Agencies 
Capture theory has become a well-established tool for the analysis and critique of federal 
natural resource politics. The capture thesis began as an academic theory and was adopted by 
journalists, activists, and others in their analyses and critiques federal agency activities. 
Historically, capture theory has been applied to multiple-use agencies , asserting that they were 
captured by their consumptive user groups . In academic circles, the capture thesis has been commonly 
applied to the BLM (Culhane, 1981; Foss, 1960). In the popular literature, "the capture thesis is at the 
heart of environmentalists ' political criticisms of the forest service" (Culhane, 1981, p. 186). More 
recently, the capture theory has been applied to other state and federal natural resource agencies to 
examine the influence of traditional and nontraditional client groups on employee actions and attitudes 
(Fortmann, 1990). 
The capture theory remains popular because of its thorough acceptance by adherents (Culhane , 
1981). The capture theory is touted by leaders of various interest groups; it allows them to "mobilize 
[their followers] to do battle " (Culhane , 1981, p. 339) . Capture theory "helps leaders maintain group 
cohesion in the face of a common enemy " (Culhane , 1981, p . 339). 
Hypotheses 
The literature proffers several characteristics as indicative of agency capture. They include: 1) 
the presence of a homogeneous client group, 2) agency resistance to reach out to new client groups in 
the face of opposition from existing (or traditional) clientele, 3) abandonment of agency mission, and 4) 
coincidence between views of the agency personnel and traditional client groups. The scope of this 
survey was limited to examining the first three characteristics. 
The null hypothesis is that capture does not explain the attitudes and actions of ADC field 
employees. Based on the characteristics stated above, the following predictions would support the 
alternative hypothesis that ADC is captured by their traditional clients: 
Ha 1: Respondents will report high levels of interaction with traditional clients and low levels of 
interaction with other stakeholders. 
Ha2: Respondents who feel that traditional clients would oppose ADC reaching out to nontraditional 
clients will indicate that nontraditional groups should not influence ADC practices . 
Ha3: Respondents will be deflected from the ADC mission. 
Methods 
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Primary data were collected through a nationwide mail survey of all ADC personnel. Because 
field personnel are likely to be more susceptible to interest group pressure (Foss, 1960), field 
employees were selected as a subset of the data and serve as the basis for this study. 
The survey instrument (see appendix) consisted primarily of structured, forced-choice questions 
to provide quantitative results. The questionnaire consisted of eight sections addressing: 1) employee 
perception of the ADC program, 2) selection and use of wildlife damage management methods, 3) 
attitudes toward wildlife, 4) attitudes toward euthanasia and the killing process , 5) the role of public 
and private organizations on ADC policy, 6) continuing education needs, 7) job information, and 8) 
demographics. Prior to implementation, the survey instrument was reviewed by individuals at Utah 
State University and by several ADC administrators. 
Survey questions were designed to explore several characteristics indicative of agency capture. 
These characteristics included: 1) the presence of a homogeneous client group, 2) resistance to reach 
out to new client groups in the face of opposition from existing clientele, and 3) abandonment of 
agency mission. 
Data analysis was conducted in three stages. First, variables relevant to the issue of 
homogeneous client groups were examined. Second, variables addressing employee willingness to 
reach out to new client groups in the face of opposition from existing client groups were examined. 
Third, variables related to employee abandonment of the ADC mission were examined. 
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Inferential statistics are not used to describe the results because they assume random sampling 
from a population (Glass and Hopkins 1984). The results of this study are based on a 100% sample of 
ADC employees with a 71 % response rate. Because of the sensitive nature of survey questions 
addressing use of control methods and attitudes toward killing wildlife, it may be inappropriate to infer 
the results of survey respondents to nonrespondents. However, these results reflect the attitudes of a 
large proportion of ADC employees and provide a good picture of ADC organizational attitudes. 
Results 
Of the 1056 surveys distributed, 18 surveys were undeliverable and 6 were returned by 
individuals who were not currently employed by ADC. These individuals were deducted from the 
sample size. Of the remaining 1032 surveys, 734 were returned complete and 9 were returned as 
refusals. The final response rate was 71 % . Percent of response was fairly consistent nationwide; 
however, reduced response was noted from the states of Utah and New Mexico. Only 44% and 48% 
of Utah and New Mexico ADC employees responded to the survey, possibly as a result of ongoing 
pressure on ADC activities in these states (Agencies feud ... 1994, Animal rights activists fail... 1996). 
This study focuses on the attitudes of ADC field employees. Of the 734 surveys returned, 412 
or 60 % of respondents who indicated their job type were field employees. 
Characteristics of ADC Field Employees 
The majority of field employees were male, had attended college, and came from rural areas 
or small towns (Table 31). Similarly, most respondents (80%) currently reside in rural areas or small 
towns. They ranged in age from 21 to 73; the average age was 41. A significant proportion ( 17 % ) of 
field employees had relatives who currently or previously worked for ADC. A majority (77 % ) of field 
122 
employees worked in the ADC's western region and had been employed with ADC for 6 or more years 
(53 % ). However, most employees (90 % ) had held only one job position, and had worked in only one 
state (80 % ) with ADC. ADC is a federal program, which is operated as a joint effort with states and 
client groups. Therefore, ADC employees may be paid by the USDA, a state government, or a 
cooperator group (such as the Cattlemen's Association). Most respondents were federal employees, as 
opposed to state, or cooperative. 
There were several differences between field employees and survey respondents as a whole. 
Men held a larger percentage of field positions compared to other job types. Field respondents were 
more likely to have had a rural childhood residence and currently reside in a rural setting. They were 
slightly less well-educated, and a greater percentage had relatives who had been employed by ADC. 
Field employees were less likely to have held other jobs at ADC, and were also less likely to have 
worked in other states. 
Homogeneous Client Groups 
Capture theory posits homogeneous client groups as a characteristic of captured organizations. 
Therefore, respondents were asked to indicate how often they interacted with 20 different groups. 
Results were analyzed by examining the mean level of interaction with each group, and by examining 
the percent of respondents who frequently interacted with members of each group. (Results are based 
on a scale of interaction from 1 [never] to 5 [often], and frequent interaction was defined as response 
of 4 or 5 on this scale.) 
Respondents said they interact frequently with four groups : other ADC employees, the general 
public, farmers, and ranchers (Table 32). In each case, the interaction rating was more than 4 , and 
more than 70 % of respondents indicated that they interacted frequently with group members. 
Employees interact frequently with a limited number of outside client groups; there were only five 
outside groups with whom more than half of respondents reported frequent interaction: the general 
public, farmers, ranchers, private homeowners, and members of hunter/sportsmen groups. 
Resistance to Reach Out to New Client Groups 
in the Face of Opposition from Existing Clients 
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Employee resistance to reach out to new client groups in the face of opposition from existing 
clients is another indicator of organiz.ational capture. So, respondents' attitudes about various groups 
were surveyed, as were their beliefs about existing clients' opposition to ADC efforts to reach out to 
nontraditional stakeholder groups. Although employee beliefs about client opposition were surveyed for 
several client groups, this discussion will focus primarily on farmers and ranchers who are commonly 
seen as the traditional clients of the ADC program, and who are the client groups with whom ADC 
field personnel most frequently interact. 
Respondents were asked how they thought ADC clients would feel about efforts to recognize 
the concerns of nontraditional interest groups (such as environmental groups and animal rights groups) 
(Table 33). Response ranged from 2.10 for ranchers to 3. 14 for state wildlife agencies. Ranchers, 
farmers, and aquaculturalists were seen as opposed to ADC attempting to reach new client groups. 
Respondents clearly felt that farmers and ranchers would oppose ADC attempts to reach out to new 
client groups. More than 75 % of respondents felt that farmers and ranchers would oppose these 
efforts; more than 45 % felt that ranchers and farmers would strongly oppose these types of efforts. 
Results indicated clear differences in the amount of influence that field employees felt groups 
should have on ADC practices (Table 34). Respondents felt that ADC employees, ranching operations, 
fanning operations, state agriculture agencies , and airports should have the most influence. The groups 
that respondents thought should have the least influence were animal rights/welfare groups, the media, 
environmental groups, departments of transportation, and the United States Bureau of Land 
Management. The results indicated five substantively different groups ranging from strong influence to 
little or no influence: 1) ADC employees, 2) farmers and ranchers, 3) state agencies and other 
semitraditional clients, 4) federal agencies, universities, and the general public, and 5) environmental 
groups, the media, and animal rights/welfare groups. Response suggests that employees feel that their 
own expertise should have the most influence, followed by input from traditional clients; employees 
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indicated that nontraditional groups like animal rights/welfare groups and environmental groups should 
have little influence. 
Respondents who felt that traditional client groups would oppose the recognition of 
nontraditional groups appear somewhat more committed to traditional clients and more resistant to 
reaching out to nontraditional interest groups. Respondents who felt that ranchers would oppose ADC 
efforts to recognize nontraditional groups indicated that ranchers, farmers, and departments of health 
should clearly have more influence, while federal agencies and nontraditional stakeholders should have 
decidedly less influence (Table 35). Respondents who felt that farmers would oppose ADC efforts to 
recognize nontraditional groups indicated that farmers, ranchers, private homeowners, and 
hunter /sportsmen groups should have more influence (Table 36). However, they did not show the clear 
resistance to reaching out to nontraditional stakeholders that was observed among respondents who felt 
ranchers would oppose efforts to reach out. 
Interaction with traditional clients was related to employees' attitudes about interest group 
influence (Tables 37 and 38). Respondents who interacted frequently with farmers and ranchers felt 
that nontraditional client groups such as environmental groups, animals rights /welfare groups, and the 
media should have less influence on ADC practices . These respondents were also more likely to 
indicate that farmers and ranchers should have more influence on ADC practices . The differences were 
slightly more pronounced among respondents who interacted frequently with ranchers . 
Employee Deflection from the ADC Mission 
An agency is said to be captured when it has been deflected from its proper mission. 
Therefore, survey recipients were asked to indicate the importance of four aspects of the ADC mission 
statement. The four goals were 1) protection of America's agricultural resources, 2) protection of 
America's industrial resources, 3) protection of America 's natural resources, and 4) safeguarding public 
safety. 
Overall results indicate that field employees say that all aspects of the ADC mission are 
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important (Table 39) . On a 5-point scale ranging from l (not important) to 5 (very important), each of 
the goals was rated between 4 and 5. (Indeed the results show strong support for the ADC mission; 
43 % of field employees rated all four goals 5 of 5.) 
Interaction with traditional clients was associated with respondents ' perceptions of the 
importance of ADC goals (Table 40 and 41) . Respondents who frequently interact with ranchers 
reported that protection of agricultural industrial resources, and public safety to be more important than 
respondents who did not frequently interact with ranchers . Respondents who interacted frequently with 
farmers also reported a higher level of importance for these goals . These respondents also rated 
protection of natural resources as slightly more important than respondents who did not interact with 
farmers. 
Discussion 
Homogeneous Client Groups 
Results indicate that ADC field employees have a fairly homogeneous client base. A majority 
of ADC field employ ees interact frequently with farmers and ranchers , their traditional clients. Fewer 
respondents interact frequently with other clients (including airport personnel or health department 
personnel) and nontraditional interest groups (including environmentalists and animal 
righti sts/welfarists ). 
The results support the first prediction . The tendency for ADC field personnel to interact with 
only a few traditional clients is greater than was found in capture research on other natural resource 
management agencies. However, the differing interaction levels between traditional and nontraditional 
stakeholders are readily explained by the nature of ADC field work and the funding of the ADC 
program. 
ADC field work involves solving wildlife damage problems, therefore field employees have 
only minimal involvement in other areas of wildlife management. Field employees deal with wildlife 
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damage problems on the front lines, responding to wildlife damage complaints and interacting with 
individuals who have wildlife problems to correct. Thus, field specialists are seldom involved in 
working on wildlife management issues that involve nonconsumptive wildlife interests . In addition , 
most ADC work involves controlling wildlife damage to livestock and agriculture (USDA, 1994). 
Therefore, the majority of field employees deal with farmers and ranchers, ADC 's traditional clients; 
significantly fewer field employees are involved in wildlife damage control for airports, private 
homeowners, and health departments. Because much urban wildlife damage management is carried out 
by state and local agencies and private industry, most field employees seldom have the opportunity to 
deal with nontraditional clients , such as health department and airport officials. 
Funding for the ADC program is another contributing factor to the tendency to interact only 
with traditional stakeholders . In addition to state and federal funds, ADC receives cooperative funds 
from groups that represent traditional clients such as the Fann Bureau and the Cattlemens Association. 
Hence, attention to traditional clients pays off in terms of budget in a way that attention to the interests 
of nontraditional clients groups would not. 
Resistance to Reach Out to New Client Groups 
in the Face of Opposition from Existing Clients 
ADC field employees as a whole appear to resist reaching out to certain groups; they feel that 
ADC employees and traditional clients should have the most influence on ADC practices. This 
resistance is more pronounced among respondents who believe that their traditional clients would 
oppose ADC reaching out to potentially antagonistic interest groups , and among respondent s who 
interacted frequently with traditional clients. Respondents indicated that antagonistic interest groups 
such as environmental and animal rights groups should have little influence on ADC practices . 
However, this resistance to reaching out to nontraditional interest groups was not present for 
nontraditional clients such as airports and departments of health . 
Results support the second predictor of capture. However, rather than capture, ADC field 
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employees may be demonstrating what Kennedy (1985) has called a "bastille-mentality." Employees 
develop a bastille-mentality when they take a defensive stance and view themselves and their dissenting 
publics as being in a contest of right and wrong. It is possible that field personnel view airports, health 
departments and others as ADC clients and potential allies. On the other hand, field employees 
probably do not view environmental and animal rights groups as clients because they believe these 
groups would never call on the services of ADC. These groups are likely discounted as uninformed 
and irrational foes of ADC. Federal resource agencies probably fall somewhere between because they 
can be seen both as potential clients or allies, and as critics and foes of the ADC program. 
Employee Deflection from the ADC Mission 
The survey yielded no evidence that ADC field employees are deflected from the ADC 
mission . Indeed it appears that field employees are strong supporters of all four goals included in the 
ADC mission. Although there were differences in the importance of goals, these differences were 
insignificant in a practical sense because all four goals were rated important to very important. The 
results do not support the third prediction. 
Although ADC field employee conformity with the ADC mission belies the hypothesis of 
agency capture, it adds support to the idea that ADC may have the "defensive, bastille-mentality" 
des~ribed by Kennedy (1985). ADC field employees are proud and enthusiastic supporters of the ADC 
mission. They also have shared values and skills that bind them together. Kennedy has suggested that 
this group allegiance provides "a sense of mission, challenge, and pride that make[s] Monday mornings 
w011h living" (Kennedy, 1985, p. 577). However, he also indicated that strong professional cohesion 
encourages a defensive, bastille-mentality. Group cohesion may cause a group to "defensively pull 
together like a herd of muskox (Ovibos moschatus) whenever challenged" (Kennedy, 1985, p. 577). 
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Conclusions 
Despite the claims of ADC detractors, the results suggest that ADC is, at most, variably 
captured by their traditional clientele. Although this research found indicators of capture, including 
homogeneous client groups and a resistance to reach out to new clients in the face of opposition from 
traditional clients, ADC field personnel have not been deflected from the ADC mission. Their 
adherence to the ADC mission demonstrates conformity to national policy that would be absent in an 
organization with a multiple mission where a preferred client group had come to control agency actions 
to the neglect of that mission. 
Capture theory alone does not explain the attitudes and actions of ADC personnel. It is likely 
that farmers and ranchers strongly influence employee attitudes and actions; however, employees are 
als0 influenced by national policy directives and ADC culture. National policy may be strongly 
influenced by ADC's traditional clients, but public scrutiny and legal challenges by nontraditional 
interest groups assure that traditional clients are not the only ones to influence ADC policy . ADC 
culture is likely another strong force affecting the attitudes and actions of ADC personnel. Schmidt et 
al. ( I 992) suggested the existence of a wildlife damage subculture among wildlife professionals , and 
this culture probably provides patterns of thinking, feeling, and behaving that influence ADC employee 
attitudes and actions. 
Two areas of research could be used to further test ADC capture . First , research could 
compare ADC employee attitudes and values with those of ADC's traditional clients. This research 
would assess the coincidence of views between ADC personnel and agricultural producers to test the 
fourth characteristic of capture that was not evaluated in this study . Second, research could examine 
the nature of ADC field work and the system for compensating ADC employees. This research might 
illuminate how local interactions and cooperative funding influence field employees' views of their 
client groups. 
Further research could also examine the nature and influence of ADC culture. This research 
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should delve into all aspects of professional culture including language, technology and artifacts, social 
structure, and professional value systems. There should be special attention to the norms and 
assumptions of ADC employees. Information on ADC culture would shed light on ADC's sense of 
mission, camaraderie, and proud heritage . It would also provide insight into their defensive attitude 
toward nontraditional stakeholders. 
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Table 31 
Characteristics of field employees compared to respondents in general 
Field Respondents in general 
Characteristic (%) (%) 
Age• 41.0 45.2 
Gt!nder 
- Female 6 .9 16.0 
- Male 93 . l 84.0 
College 
- Did not complete high school 2.9 2.0 
- Completed high school 30.7 20.4 
- Some college 35.0 29.8 
- Completed college 22.9 25.4 
- Some graduate school 4.6 8.1 
- Completed graduate school 3.9 14.3 
Childhood residence 
- Rural (farm) 38.7 32.0 
- Rural (non-farm) 15.8 12.9 
- Small town ( < 10,000) 27.l 26.0 
- City (up to 200,000) 10.6 14.6 
- Metro area ( > 200,000) 7.8 14.5 
Current residence 
- Rural (farm) 28. l 19.9 
- Rural (non-farm) 28.6 23.8 
- Small town ( < 10,000) 23.0 20.0 
- City (up to 200,000) 12.4 16.9 
- Metro area ( > 200,000) 7.9 19.4 
Rdatives with ADC 
- No 82.8 87.3 
- Yes 17.2 12.7 
Y t!ars of employment at ADC 
- Less than l year 11. 7 9.4 
- 1-5 years 34.9 31.3 
- 6-10 years 22.4 24.2 
- 10-15 years 12.7 12.6 
- 16-20 years 10.0 10.3 
- More than 20 years 8.3 12.3 
Employee type 
- State 20.9 13.3 
- Federal 72.0 81.4 
- Cooperative 7.1 5.3 
• Mean age in years 
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Table 32 
Level of interaction of ADC employees with interest groups 
Interacted 
Interaction Standard frequently2 
Group level' deviation (%) 
Other ADC employees 4.51 .79 87 .2 
The general public 4.38 .92 84 .3 
Farmers 4.29 1.05 79.7 
Ranchers 4.09 1.39 73.5 
Private homeowners 3.64 1.23 55.7 
Members of hunter/sportsmen groups 3.59 l.22 56.3 
State wildlife agency employees 3.44 1.21 48.3 
State agriculture agency employees 3.02 1.22 34.5 
USFWS employees 2.61 1.18 20.8 
Environmental groups 2.43 1.03 14.4 
Airport employees 2.42 1.30 19.5 
USFS employees 2.24 1.24 15.6 
Dept. of Health employees 2.17 1.13 13.5 
Animal rightists/welfarist s 2.07 .94 7.2 
Members of the media 2.07 .99 7.4 
University scientists 2.04 1.12 10.4 
Aquacul turalists 2.02 1.23 11.9 
Dept. of Transportation employees l.94 l.24 12.3 
BLM employees l.90 l.13 10.1 
Members of Congress l.45 .72 1.3 
1 Interaction Level is based on a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (often). 
2 • Interacted Frequently· means a response of 4 or 5 for interaction level. 
Table 33 
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Perceived opposition of traditional clients to ADC efforts to reach out to nontraditional interest groups 
Client group/responses 
State wildlife agencies 




- strongly support 
Depts. of Health 




- strongly support 











I Mean response on a scale of 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly support). 





Attitudes about the influence that interest groups should have on ADC practices 
Group Level of influence group should have Std Dev 
ADC employees 4.60 .66 
Ranching operations 4.36 .90 
Farming operations 4.24 .88 
State agricultural agencies 3.95 .98 
Airports 3.89 1.09 
Aquaculturalists 3.79 1.09 
Depts. of Health 3.78 1.09 
State wildlife agencies 3.67 1.10 
Hunter /sportsmen groups 3.34 1.18 
Private homeowners 3.34 1.11 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3.25 1.24 
U.S. Congress 3.20 1.14 
U.S . Forest Service 3.02 1.16 
University scientists 3.01 1.18 
The general public 3.01 l.18 
U .S. Bureau of Land Mgt. 2 .89 l.14 
Depts. of Transportation 2.78 l.27 
Environmental groups 2.39 l.21 
The media 2.08 1.20 
Animal rights /welfare groups 1.92 1.11 
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Table 35 
Attitudes about the influence interest groups should have on ADC practices based on beliefs about the 
attitudes of ranchers about ADC efforts to reach out to nontraditional groups . (Mean level of 
influence on a scale of 1 [no influence] to 5 [strong influence]) 
Amount of influence groups should have 
Beliefs about traditional clients' opposition 
Interest group Ranchers oppose Ranchers do not oppose Difference 
ADC employees 4.66 4.41 0.25 
Ranching operations 4.58 3.70 0.88 
Farming operations 4.37 3.85 0.52 
Airports 3.87 3.97 -0.10 
State agricultural agencies 4.03 3.70 0.33 
Depts . of Health 3.89 3.47 0.42 
Aquaculture operations 3.86 3.60 0.26 
State wildlife agencies 3.60 3.83 -0 .23 
Congress 3.19 3.25 -0.06 
Private homeowners 3.40 3.15 0 .25 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife 3.13 3.57 -0.44 
Service 
Hunter /sportsmen groups 3.38 3.22 0 . 16 
The general public 2.99 3.02 -0.03 
U .S. Forest Service 2.91 3.36 -0.45 
University scientists 2.88 3.43 -0.55 
U .S. BLM 2.79 3.18 -0 .39 
Depts . of Transportation 2.66 3.08 -0.42 
Environmental groups 2.18 2.97 -0.79 
The media 2.00 2.33 -0.33 




Attitudes about the influence interest groups should have on ADC practices based on beliefs about the 
attitudes of farmers about ADC efforts to reach out to nontraditional groups. (Mean level of 
influence on a scale of I [no influence] to 5 [strong influence]) 
Amount of influence groups should have 
Beliefs about traditional clients' opposition 
Interest group Farmers oppose Farmer s do not oppose Difference 
ADC employees 4.63 4.44 0.19 
Ranching operations 4.45 3.97 0.48 
Farming operations 4 .34 3.86 0.48 
Airports 3.91 3.81 0.10 
State agricultural agenci es 3.99 3.74 0.25 
Dt!pts. of Health 3.82 3.60 0 .22 
Aquaculture operations 3.84 3.64 0 .20 
State wildlife agencies 3.70 3.51 0.19 
Congress 3.21 3.15 0 .06 
Private homeowner s 3.41 2.99 0.42 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife 3.21 3.36 -0.15 
Service 
Hunter/sportsmen gro ups 3.42 3.01 0.41 
The general public 3.05 2.72 0.33 
U.S. Forest Service 2.96 3.21 -0.25 
University scientists 3.00 3.05 -0.05 
U.S. BLM 2.84 3.00 -0.16 
Dt!pts. of Transportation 2.79 2.65 0.14 
Environmental groups 2.34 2.49 -0.1 5 
The media 2.03 2.22 -0.19 
Animal rights /welfare 1.88 2.00 -0.12 
groups 
Table 37 
Attitudes about the influence that groups should have on ADC practices based on interaction with 
ranchers. 
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Infrequent interactors with Frequent interactors with 
Group ranchers ranchers 
ADC employees 4.20 4.60 
Ranching operations 3.62 4.45 
Farming operations 3.72 4.26 
Airports 3.83 3.87 
State agricultural agencies 3.62 3.98 
Depts. of Health 3.51 3.81 
Aquaculture operations 3.48 3.79 
State wildlife agencies 3.73 3.57 
U.S. Congress 3.37 3.27 
Private homeowners 3.22 3.38 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3.42 3. 11 
Hunter/sportsmen groups 2.93 3.32 
The general public 3.14 3.03 
U.S. Forest Service 3.23 2.93 
University scientists 3.18 2.89 
U.S. Bureau of Land Mgt. 3.10 2.83 
Depts. of Transportation 2.99 2.67 
Environmental groups 2.93 2.24 
The media 2.25 l.97 
Animal rights /we lfare groups 2.32 1.86 
Table 38 
Attitudes about the influence that groups should have on ADC practices based on interaction with 
farmers . 
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Infrequent interactor s with Frequent interactor s with 
Group farmers farmers 
ADC employees 4.20 4.54 
Ranching operations 3.73 4 .28 
Farming operations 3.67 4 .21 
Airports 3.68 3.93 
State agricultural agencies 3.61 3.92 
Dcpts . of Health 3.55 3.74 
Aquaculture operations 3.45 3.76 
State wildlife agencies 3.58 3.66 
U .S. Congress 3.34 3.31 
Private homeowners 3.08 3.41 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 3.33 3.20 
Hunter /sportsmen group s 2.80 3.3 2 
The general publi c 2. 98 3 . 12 
U .S. Forest Service 3. 18 2. 98 
University scientist s 3.08 2. 97 
U .S. Bureau of Land Mgt. 3.04 2. 89 
Dcpts . of Transportation 2.77 2.81 
Environmental groups 2.76 2.41 
The media 2.17 2.05 
Animal rights /welfare groups 2.28 1.94 
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Table 39 
Attitudes of field employees regarding four goals included in the ADC mission statement 
Goal Importance of goal Std. dev. 
Protection of America ' s agricultural resources 4.77 .54 
Safeguarding public safety 4.77 .55 
Protection of America's natural resources 4 .73 .62 
Protection of America's industrial resources 4.04 1.11 
Table 40 
Differences in attitudes about ADC goals by interaction with ranchers 
Goal 
Protection of America 's agricultural resources 
Safeguarding public safety 
Protection of America's natural resources 












4 . 18 
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Table 41 
Differences in attitudes about ADC goals by interaction with farmers 
Goals 
Protection of America's agricultural resources 
Safeguarding public safety 
Protection of America's natural resources 















CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
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The ADC program and its activities are the focus of ongoing criticism and controversy (Abbey 
et al. , 1994; Beasley, 1993; Bradley, 1993; Cain et al., 1972; Hamilton, 1993; Leopold et al., 1964; 
Lustgarden , 1994; MacAllister, 1993; Schueler, 1993; Williams, 1994). As a result , the program and 
its practices have been the subject of several in-depth government reviews (Cain et al., 1972; Leopold 
et al. , 1964; USDI, 1978). Subsequently, ADC policy and practice have changed over the years (Di 
Silvestro, 1985; USDA 1994a; Wagner, 1988), but controversy has continued. 
This research was unique in its analysis of ADC because it examined the program and its 
activities from the perspective of ADC employees. It drew on previous studies of the attitudes and 
values of natural resource managers to examine the attitudes of ADC employees. It also used 
organizational theory to apply the capture theory to ADC. This study went to the heart of ADC 
controversy because it examined the attitudes of employees involved in wildlife damage management. 
Examining the attitudes of ADC employees provided insight into the culture at ADC. 
Differen ces were found among employees of different job types. Compared to field and management 
employees, research employees were found to favor more outside input on ADC practices, were less 
supportive of the ADC mission, were less satisfied with their ADC jobs, and had more positive 
attitudes regarding the effectiveness of nonlethal control methods. The results also suggested that 
similarities and differences may exist between the attitudes and values of ADC employees and the 
attitudes and values of the general public. Comparison of results to prior analyses of public attitudes 
suggests that ADC employees may hold more utilitarian, naturalistic, and scientistic attitudes toward 
animals. Results also suggest that ADC employees may share public values regarding the influence 
public safety and effectiveness should have on wildlife control decisions, but may not share the priority 
that the public feels animal suffering should have in these decisions . 
The capture theory was applied to ADC in order to study how organizational factors might 
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explain the attitudes and actions of ADC employees . This analysis addressed how organizational 
factors and outside influences might affect employee attitudes and behaviors. Results indicate that 
although traditional client groups probably strongly influence ADC attitudes and actions, this influence 
alone does not indicate organizational capture. However, results do suggest the presence of a "bastille-
mentality" among ADC employees. A bastille-mentality can occur when an organization composed of 
employees with shared values, and a strong sense of mission, is confronted with hostile outsiders 
(Kennedy, 1985). Results show that ADC employees do share strong support for the ADC mission , 
and a sense of allegiance to traditional clients, with a defensive attitude toward outsiders. 
Future Research 
Much has been said about the need for resource managers to consider social values (Brunson , 
1992; Kennedy, 1985; Kennedy et al., 1992) in natural resource management. Therefore, future 
research could compare the attitudes of ADC employees to the attitudes of ADC clients, ADC critics, 
and the general public . This research could examine similarities and discrepancies between these 
groups ' attitudes and values and their perceptions of each other 's attitudes and values . This type of 
research might help reduce ADC controversy by finding common ground between ADC and its publics . 
It might also point to value differences that need further analysis and debate. 
Additional research could also delve further into ADC culture. Of the many components that 
might be examined relative to ADC culture , research should focus on ADC's professional social 
structure. Analysis of ADC 's system of hiring, compensation, and promotion may indicate how ADC 




Controversy over ADC practices results from conflicts between ADC objectives and certain 
social values. Understanding the expectations and perceptions of the public and special interest groups 
may alleviate misunderstandings (Vining and Ebreo 1991); therefore, controversy at ADC might be 
reduced by efforts to recognize and incorporate social values. However, incorporating the values of 
new constituencies into old-line organizations is a major challenge (Kaufman, 1975; Pfeffer, 1981). 
Unless long-standing socialization practices are changed, most organizational research suggests that 
change can occur only slowly, if at all. 
Adapting to a changing society will almost surely mean changes in the way the ADC program 
manages and shapes its workforce. At the very least, it will required continued efforts to expose 
employees to values of a broader segment of society. Ultimately it may require broadening the 
composition of the program itself. 
In order to increase employee understanding of the public's expectations and perceptions, 
management should work to expose employees to a variety of stakeholders with divergent values. In 
order to accomplish this, management might implement temporary job assignments or job transfers. A 
field employee who deals solely with predator damage to livestock could receive a temporary job 
assignment to assist with wildlife damage control at airports and urban households. Field employees 
could be temporarily assigned to assist in a research or administrative capacity, and vice versa. 
Temporary assignments would expose employees to co-workers and clients with differing values. 
Temporary job assignments might have the added benefit of enhancing job satisfaction and promotion 
pokntial. Job transfers and promotions would also expose employees to new stakeholders. 
Transferring and promoting employees to different jobs might help them understand the values of a 
variety of constituency groups. 
If the ADC program wants to change internal values and culture, as suggested by the APHIS 
Futuring Project (USDA, 1994b), management might also work to expand the diversity of the 
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workforce. Research suggests that hiring primarily from one profession, promoting from within, and 
maintaining regular lateral and diagonal transfers breed homogeneity of values (Twight and Lyden, 
1989). Therefore, ADC could hire from a variety of disciplines in order to bring diversity to a 
workforce in which 40 % of college educated employees come from wildlife fields. Management could 
also hire and promote individuals who understand the values and beliefs of newer constituencies. In 
order for value diversity to evolve, employee reward and compensation systems would also need to 
promote a diversity of social values so employees holding alternative values find presentation, 
tolerance, and reward for their values. 
Realistically, ADC values will probably never be in perfect agreement with social values. 
However, understanding the attitudes and values of employees and stakeholder groups may help ADC 
find common ground with ADC detractors, ADC clients, other wildlife and natural resource 
professionals, and society as a whole. 
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SURVEY OF ANIMAL DAMAGE CONTROL PROGRAM EMPLOYEES 
Dear ADC employee, 
As you know, wildlife issues are getting lots of public attention 
these days. We at Utah State University are studying aspects of public 
attitudes toward wildlife and wildlife management. In this survey, we'd 
like to know more about how ADC employees feel on some of these issues. 
We specifically want to find out more about your attitudes toward 
wildlife, the ADC program and ADC activities, and your continuing 
education needs. 
This survey is being conducted by Utah State University for 
scientific and educational purposes. However, it was developed with 
cooperation from ADC administrators, and they also hope to gain useful 
information from its results. While we will share general results with 
ADC administrators, they will not see the individual surveys themselves, 
and neither they nor anyone else will be able to learn about individual 
responses. Your answers will be kept completely conf5dential. 
Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary; however, 
in order to get the most complete impression of how ADC employees feel 
about these issues, it is important that you share your views. The 
identification number at the bottom of the page is only for us to keep 
track of our mailing; no record of these numbers will be retained once the 
survey is completed. 
As you complete the survey, please give an opinion for each of the 
questions, answering them in the order that they appear. If you do not 
have an answer for a question, either because you don't know or the 
question doesn ' t apply to you, please write NA (not applicable) in the 
margin. 
If you would like to receive a summary of the survey results, please 
write "copy of the results requested," along with your name and address, 
on the back of the postage-paid envelope. Please do not place your name 
and address on the questionnaire itself. Please feel free to call if you 
have any questions about the survey. 




Forest Resources Dept. 
Utah State University 




Forest Resources Dept. 
Utah State University 
Logan, UT 84322-5215 
Robert Schmidt 
Study Co-Director 
Fisheries & Wildlife 
Department 
Utah State University 
Logan, UT 84322-5215 
ID# 
(mailing purposes only) 
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SECTION 1: EMPLOYEE PERCEPTION OF ADC 
Q-1 The stated mission of the ADC program is "to provide leadership in 
wildlife damage control to protect America's agricultural, industrial, and 
natural resources and to safeguard public health and safety." We would 
like to know how important the individual goals in this statement are to 
the ADC program and to you personally. 
On the left side of the page, circle the number that indicates how 
important you think the goal is to ADC. On the right side of the page, 
circle the number that indicates the importance of the aoal to vou . 
I 
ADC YOU 
Not Very Not Very 
Important Important Important Important 
l 2 3 4 5 A. Protecting America's 1 2 3 4 5 
agricultural resources. 
1 2 3 4 5 B. Protecting America's 1 2 3 4 5 
industrial resources. 
1 2 3 4 5 c. Protecting America's l 2 3 4 5 
natural resources. 
1 2 3 4 5 D. Safeguarding public 1 2 3 4 5 
safety. 
Q-2 Please give your feelings about ADC and being an ADC employee. 
Respond to each of the following statements by circling a number between 
1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree-----Neutral------Agree 
A. I feel a sense of pride in 




SECTION 2: SELECTION O~ WILDLIP'E DAMAGE MANAGEMENT METHODS 
Q-3 Please circle the number that indicates the amount of influence each 
of the following factors SHOULD have on the selection of wildlife damage 
management methods. 
AMOUNT OF INFLUENCE 
None-------Moderate---Very Strong 
A. Cost .....................•......•..... 1 2 3 4 5 
lell~l~iii!i1§!3Ei€ 
Q-4 Please indicate your opinion on how effective and humane each of the 
following methods are. We realize that these techniques can be used in 
many different situations. Answer the questions based on what you 
perceive to be the most traditional use of these techniques. 
on the left side, please circle a number between 1 (not effective) 
and 5 (very effective). On the right side, please circle a number between 
1 (not humane) and 5 (very humane). 




Q-5 Listed below are various actions used in wildlife damage management. 
We realize that the techniques listed below are not used by all ADC 
employees, and that these techniques are species, situation, and site-
specific. However, we are trying to get a sense for the range of 
techniques that are used. 
Please indicate how often you use, or suggest the use of each of 
these techniques. Circle the number between 1 (never) and 5 (often). If 
you are in an adJlinistrative, clerical or other position and do not use 




SECTION 31 ATrITUDES TOWARD WILDLIFE. 
Q-6 We'd like to know more about how you feel about wildlife. Please 
respond to each of the following statements by circling a number between 





SECTION 41 ATTITUDES TOWARD EUTHAHASIA AND THE ~ILLING PROCESS. 
Q-7 Euthanasia is a technical term meaning "good death." A good death is 
defined by the American Veterinary Medical Association as "one that occurs 
without pain and distress." How important is it to you that animals 
receive a "good death?" 
Not Important--------------Neutral-------------Very Important 
1 2 3 4 5 
Q-8 Killing animals is sometimes a necessary part of ADC operations. 
We'd like to know more about how you feel about the killing process and 
its conseauences. Please respond to each of the following statements by 
circling a number between 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). 
A. The public might be more accepting 




using methods that minimize 
~~$~li!,,iifllf:;r.4ff!1!!~!:~!!!!~~!!!!!Jf! 
ways to identify and take 
t~1t,iiifi•N~tt 1t•i~1ii&ilmiiiiil 
wildlife damage problems than with 
worryin9 about animal sufferin9 •....... l 2 3 4 s 
~~~rsti!l~ifilZl!i~tE~~~~~ 
livestock is more important than my 
concern over making sure an offending 
animal receives a "good death" ......... l 2 3 4 S 
5 
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SECTION 5: TIIB ROLE O~ PUBLIC AHD PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS ON ADC PRACTICES 
Q-9 Hany organizations and institutions influence ADC practices. 
On the left side, circle the number that indicates the amount of 
influence you feel the following organizations CURRENTLY have on ADC 
practices. on the right aide, circle the number that indicates the amount 
of influence you feel the organizations SHOULD have on ADC practices. 




HOW HUCH INFLUENCE 




Q-10 ADC employees meet many different individuals both on and off the 
job. Circle the number that indicates how often you interact with the 
following people. 
Never-------sometimes-------Often 
Q-11 How do you think the following ADC clients would feel about ADC's 
efforts to recognize the concerns of nontraditional interest groups (such 
as environmental groups and animal rights groups)? 
Strongly Strongly 
Oppose------------------------Support 
A. Aquaculturists ..•...............• 1 2 3 4 5 
~ : :' -~=~~~~! ~:: :::: ':'':~': : '''::~':'':'':'~:'::: :::::"~:=: :'''f =':':\ :~'.::'t::::::'.'.:~@'.{:'::f ;: ::t:=:::~yq,:, ::,::?':'.:::/!,: :·: : :·:::'.:::-=::=::==:: ~~=?:  
~ ~ : :~~~~~ :::=tt!~~~!;~ :=:;:': :: :::':::':'~:':=:::~':ii:=+:;:::;:::::::i'k  :::::::: ?? =::~? :=::::=:::::.::.:::=::::::::::! 9:>: '?F? ~-'?::  
P: f :: "~t a:1:atw11atr=te'ta'§enctes2wrw: weuw:ctrrmrttttztJt=:tttrr, :ntJr::? : :::=4 t::::::=?t:?t::::st::::  
F: Departments of health ............ 1 " 2 · · J · · ········ · ··4 ··· · · ··· ··'··s ···· 
G ~: ::\, riep~ft;m~rits\ qf :=C:tiaospolieatfon;; :;;':i ~:l\::, ::: '' :\=: :, :=2:::::::::::= = t::f}L~f ?!?:::2:??: :1:?: : :'?'.':':=:':::::::~ :::::'. ::' 
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SECTION 6: CONTINUING EDUCATION NEEDS 
Q-12 How many college credits do you need to receive federal wildlife 
biologist (GS-486) status? 




16 or more credits 
Don't know 
Q-13 How do you currently learn about new developments in wildlife damage 
management? (Please check all that apply.) 
A. ADC-sponsored conferences and workshops 
B. ADC-produced information booklets, newsletters or factsheets 
c. ADC-produced videotapes 
D. One-on-one technical assistance from other ADC employees 
E. College or university classes 
F. One-on-one advice from university or extension specialists 
G. Extension service publications 
~- Professional conferences or workshops 
I. Professional journals 
J. Books from the library 
K. Popular media (popular magazine, radio, television) 
L. Other: 
Q-14 Which magazines or newsletters 
management do you read on a regular basis? 
A. ADC Magazine 
B. WCT Magazine 
c. The Trapper and Predator Caller 
D. Fur, Fish and Game 
E. American Trapper 
F. The Probe 
G. The Wildlifer 
H. Wildlife Society Bulletin 
I. NUWMA News 
J. The Trapline 
K. Ecological Applications 
L. Other: 
relating to wildlife damage 
(Please check all that apply.) 





Q-16 Listed below are topics of potential interest for continuing 
education programs. Please circle how interested you would be to learn 




A. Lethal control methods ... • •...•... 1 2 3 4 5 
~:': !~:1:~~:;o~~·~;;~fai6·~~~~·::::·?··:i: ::=:.-:f·.'i,:.·::,·,:,:.· :.-.f.'·.··.::::'  · .. ~;. ::=_·:·.·;,:,_.:i:.1 ·:.· . :· ),~:i:i.':'(i,'..:.; 
: ~·.·., ... :.~;~:,i;~i!~~:~i ~f ~i"~·!;·~:;:v;~~;:~f ;'.i·'¥ ;'.::::.'. :=.::;: :=~.:; :\:i.{l:::;,·;:~::::i,.;  .. ::::. ·:,:::,i :; .. ···. :: .. ·: ,· :.·: ~: :r·::.:.::·.:::·:.'.':~ 
~ :·= ,,:= i~f~~!;:f!Q~;~~'fgf~f~g~:':'::1''':'=::=::::: =1prrr:=,=::==,,~nrn:+t+:3' @t:Jt:,==:~t: n,=;r=t~F=''/'t :< 
COMMUNICATION SKILLS: 
::,1:tlt1fftii!Jii1, .......... 
~iji~i«liiiliiir~ • '•" • 
M. Social trends . .. ..... . . . . . .....•.. ! 2 3 4 5 
~: · ·=~t~·~r1!:r12@±~!§:??~:~=:~1:i:,::~;:~:::!:::~:::~:~:=:~::::~I~;~,t':=ur:r:rn:;§t::Jtfi:tJ: itr:m:r:::, :: : ::rn=::::@rtwJ:::r= ::t 
if~,~l ~ifl!mBt:l!!!!!!!ef ~!!: 
Q-17 If ADC was to increase continuing education opportunities, what 
form(s) should they take? (Please check ALL that you prefer.) 
A. ADC-sponsored classes or lectures 
B. ADC-produced information booklets, newsletters or factsheets 
C. ADC-produced videotapes 
D. One-on-one technical assistance 
E. College or university classes 
F . Professional conferences 
G. Professional journals 
H. Articles in trade publications 
I. Other: 
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SECTION 7t JOB INFORMATION 
Q-18 How many years have you been employed with ADC? 
Less than 1 year 
1-5 years 
6-10 years 
Q-19 What is your current job title? 
10-15 years 
16-20 years 
More than 20 years 
Q-20 How many years have you been in this position? 
Less than l year 
1-5 years 
6-10 years 




More than 20 years 
B. If yes, what were they? ____________________ _ 
161 
Q-22 What one state do you currently spend most of your time working in? 
Q-23 A. Have you worked for ADC in other states? 
No Yes 
B. If yes, in which other states have you worked? 
Q-24 Are you a state, federal or cooperative employee? 
State Federal ____ Cooperative 
Q-25 A. Have any other members of your family ever worked for ADC? 
No Yes 






SECTION 8: DEMOGRAPHICS 
Q-26 Year of birth 
Q-27 Sex: Female Male 




Some grade school 
Completed grade school 
Some high school 
Completed high school 
Some graduate work 
Completed graduate degree 
Q-29 
B. If you have attended college, what was your area of 
specialization?~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Which of the following best describes your current place of 
residence? 
1. rural (farm) 
2. rural (non-farm) 
3. a small town (under 10,000) 
4. a city (up to 200,000 people) 
5. a large metropolitan area (over 200,000 people) 
6. a suburb of a city or metropolitan area 
Q-30 How would you describe the community (or city) that you consider 
your main place of residence during the first 12 years of your life? 
1. rural (farm) 
2. rural (non-farm) 
3. a small town (under 10,000) 
4. a city (up to 200,000 people) 
5. a large metropolitan area (over 200,000 people) 
6. a suburb of a city or metropolitan area 
COMMENTS. Please use the space below to write any further comments you 
would like to make about any of the questions or issues raised in this 
questionnaire. Thank you for your participation! 
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